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Preface

PUBLIC FINANCING for education and an array of other children’s services has become a topic of sig-
nificant interest and poiiticai concern. Growing slzepticism among a critical mass of American vot-
ers and taxpayers has fueled doubts about the abiiity of government to solve social probiems and pro-
vide basic supports and services that enhance the quaiity of life in their communities. Many believe
government is too big; it’s too expensive; and it doesn’t work very well. Despite stea(iiiy increasing pub—
lic expenditures for ileaitil, e(iucation, weiiare, human services, and pubiic saie’cy over the past two
(ieca(ies, seemingiy intractable probiems persist. Neariy a quarter of U.S. children are poor and live in
families and communities that are unable to meet their basic needs. Schools have become increasing-
iy expensive. But student achievement hasn't matched the rising costs, and (irop—out rates remain
unacceptabiy iligil. Health care costs continue to go up. Yet, many Americans can't get the services
tiiey need, and with each passing year their health care dollars buy less. Criminal justice demands a
(iramaticaHy increasing share of pubiic dollars—for poiice officers and ju(iges and jaiis—but neigiibor—

i’lOOCl. streets aren’t safer.

Voters have spoizen cieariy. Tiiey want more for their money. Tiley have called for more and bet-
ter services and a siiarper focus on economic development and joi) creation, but tiiey also have demand-
ed balanced bu(igets and cuts in income and property taxes. In this time of big pubiic (ieficits, tiiey
want government at all levels to operate more efiectiveiy and efiicientiy. Tiiey also want it to invest

wiser and live within its means.

Across the country, there is mounting evidence of efforts to reform and restructure e(iucation,
health care, and other community supports and services in order to improve the lives and future
prospects of children and their families. Among the most promising of these are comprehensive, com-
munity initiatives that have iun(iamentaiiy reoriented supports and services i)y creating infrastructures
that link resources from many parts of the community. Ti’lOugi’l wi(ieiy varied in their form and con-
tent, these initiatives are based on several basic premises: 1) that children and families have muitipie
needs that are best met in a comprehensive, coordinated manner; 2) that iamiiy and neigiiboriiood
influences siiape individual outcomes; and 3) that responsibiii’cy for the (iesign and operation of pubiic

programs and services should reside at the neigiiboriiood or community level.

Compreiiensive, community support systems have generate(i signiﬁcant interest among poiicy mak-
ers, poiiticians, and pubiic and private sector funders in recent years. Whether or not this interest will
be sustained and whether successful initiatives will become models for more ambitious systemic reform
(iepen(is to a iarge extent on their costs and benefits relative to more traditional categoricai approacii—
es to service (ieiivery and community revitalization. It will also (iepen(i on the abiii’cy of state and local
leaders to create the governance structures and marshal pubiic iun(iing to support activities that do not

fit the narrow definitions and criteria of established categoricai iun(iing streams.

In the wake of federal welfare reiorm, these questions take on speciai importance. The Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 will consolidate numerous categori-
cal pubiic welfare programs and provi(ie aid to states in the form of block grants. States will have much
greater discretion to decide how services will be configure(i and how federal aid will be spent. Beyon(i
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tunding programs to assist poor children and families, tiiey are expected to piace much more attention
on workforce development and the creation of new joi)s. In this context, many states will see welfare
reform and the new ﬂexibiiity it offers as an opportunity to advance their efforts to create more com-

preiiensive, community support systems.

Critical to the success of these reform efforts, however, is state iegisiative action to present a vision
of how current support systems will ciiange and to establish the necessary governance structures and
tinancing mechanisms that will make it iiappen. This toolkit is intended to assist state and local lead-
ers who are writing bills and formuiating iegisiative strategies to create state/community partnerships

that will facilitate the development of comprehensive, community support systems.

The iegisiative toolkit is a product of The Finance Project’s Worieing Group on Financing
Comprehensive, Community-based Support Systems, under the leadership of Judy Chynoweth. Over
the past two years, this interdiscipiinary development and design team has conducted an ambitious agen-
da of poiicy research and development activities to increase ienowiedge and produce poiicy tools to
strengttien the capabiiity of state and local governments to improve outcomes for children, families, and
communities ttirougti more coordinated and collaborative services. Its analysis of the barriers to financ-
ing compreiiensive, community support systems iiigtiligtited the extent to which statutory restrictions
{'requentiy overwhelm efforts to link sciioois, health care, and other social services, as well as the infor-
mal iieiping networks that are so important in the daiiy lives of children and families. While new state
iegisiation to create state/community partnersiiips will not ensure the creation of effective community

support systems, it can establish the necessary statutory foundation and climate conducive to reform.

This toolkit is the product of many peopie's contributions. Speciai thanks are due to all the mem-
bers of the Worieing Group on Financing Compreiiensive, Community—based Support Systems for
their tieip in conceptuaiizing the project, giving it direction, and reviewing successive drafts of the sam-
pie iegisiation and the taiioring guide. Thanks are also due to all those who piayed a role in drai-ting
the sections of the toolkit. Lynn R. DeLapp, a child and famiiy poiicy consuitant, took the lead in
drai'ting the sampie iegisiation and the taiioring guide. Thomas Woods, a graduate student at the LBJ
School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas, prepared a detailed review of existing federal and
state iegisiation. A summary of tindings from that study are included in the tooiizit; the compiete
paper, inciuding abstracts of more than 30 federal and state statutes, was produced as a part of The
Finance Project’s Working Papers Series. Cheryl D. Hayes, The Finance Project’s Executive Director,
prepared the introduction. Anna E. Danegger, Research Associate, prepared the annotated list of
resources and managed the production of the entire toolkit. A preiiminary draft of the sampie iegisia—
tion was shared Wideiy with federal and state leaders, program deveiopers, front-line service providers,
educators, and children’s advocates. We are enormousiy gratetui to all these individuals for their
tiiougtittui comments and suggestions. Their iieip was invaluable in crai-ting a final product that we

iiope will make the task of many state and local leaders across the country a bit easier.

Ciieryi D. Hayes

Executive Director
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About The Finance Project

HE FINANCE PROJECT is a national initiative to improve the effectiveness, etticiency, and equity of

pul)iic tinancing for education and other children’s services. With ieadersilip and support from a con-
sortium of private toundations, The Finance Project was established in 1994 as an independent, nonprotit
organization. It undertakes an ambitious array of poiicy research and development activities, poiicy maker

forums and pul)lic education activities, as well as support and technical assistance activities.

The work of The Finance Project is aimed at increasing iznowiedge and strengthening the Capai)iiity of
communities, states, and the federal government to implement promising strategies for generating nec-
essary fiscal resources and improving the return on investments in children and their families. Its activ-
ities are intended to:
* Examine the ways in which governments at all levels finance pui)iic education and other sup-
ports and services for children (age 0-18) and their tamiiies;
. Identity and highiight structural and reguiatory barriers that impede the effectiveness of pro-
. grams, institutions, and services, as well as other pui)iic investments, aimed at promoting chil-
dren’s growtil and deveiopment,'
* QOutline the characteristics of tinancing strategies and related structural and administrative
arrangements that support improvements in education and other children’s services;
* Identity promising approaciles for impiementing these tinancing strategies at the federal, state,
and local levels and assess their costs, i)enetits, and teasii)iiity;
. Higiiiigilt the necessary steps and cost requirements of converting to new tinancing strategies;
and
. Strengthen intellectual, technical, and poiitical capai)iiity to initiate major iong—term reform
and restructuring of pui)iic tinancing systems, as well as interim steps to overcome inefficien-

cies and inequities within current systems.

The Finance Project extends the work of many other organizations and blue-ribbon groups that have
presented bold agendas for improving supports and services for children and families. It is creating the
vision for a more rational approacil to generating and investing pui)iic resources in education, other
supports and services for children and families, and community deveiopment. It is deveioping ideas,
options, and poiicy tools to activeiy foster positive change through broad-based systemic reform, as well
as tiirough more incremental steps to improve the effectiveness, etticiency, and equity of current sys-
tems. It also provides support and technical assistance to “reform ready" states and communities

engaged in efforts to aiign their tinancing systems with their poiicy and program reform agendas.

PAruitoxt b
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Iintroduction

1&\ CROSS THE country, state and local leaders are under growing pressure to improve their education,
A health care, and human services systems, and to make communities safer, better places for fami-
lies to live and raise their children. In response, a number of states have initiated dramatic changes in
the way supports and services are provided, and in the way they are financed. The hallmark of these
reforms has been a shift toward greater local involvement in the design and delivery of services and

greater local accountability for achieving improved results for children, families, and their communities.

In August 1996, Congress passed and the President signed legislation to overhaul the nation’s welfare
system. Experts and advocates will continue to debate the effects of the new law on poor children and
their families. But few would disagree that it holds the potential to shake up a deeply_entrenched and
highly categorical system of pu]:)lic funding and service delivery. Welfare reform will also accelerate the
shift in decision malzing authority to lower levels of government. The creation of block grants gives
states a much larger role in the design and operation of programs to meet the needs of their low-income
families.! In turn, many states are devolving more authority to counties and cities. The ]:)ig question
is whether the new law and the reductions in federal aid that are expected to accompany it will strength-
en or overwhelm innovative efforts already underway in a number of states and communities to fun-

damentally reform their education, health care, and human services systems.

Community engagement is a strategy for improving supports and services; it is not an end in itself.
Simply moving decisions downward is no guarantee that pu]:)lic investments will be more responsive to
community needs and Priorities. Creating community support systems that are comprehensive, fami-
ly-‘centered, and that e{‘fectively draw on both informal helping networks and professionalized services
requires better decisions, not just decisions that are made ]:)y different people.2 The aim is to engage
communities directly in planning and setting priorities, allocating resources, and maintaining account-
ability for achieving results. To do this, legislative action is needed to establish the statutory framework

and climate for reform in which effective state/community partnerships can take shape and prosper.

' Chenyl D. Hayes, Rothinking Block Grants: Toward Improved Intergovernmental Financing for Education and Other Childrents Services
(Wasri:ington, DC: The Finance Project, April 1995).
Center for the Study of Social Policy, ‘A Legislative Strategy to Support Local Governance.” Draft ]Jaclaground paper for the Cl‘langing
Governance Strategies for Action Worlzing Group. Septem er 1996
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Legislation needs to:

* Articulate a new vision for compretlensive health and human services ctelivery;

* Create new collaborative state and local governance structures (or vest new auttlority in existing
ones);

* Create a new flexible tinancing mechanism to provicte start-up funds anct, over time, to enable
more ctecatigorizect tun&ting for community-l)asect supports and services;

* Present a new approactl to acc0untal)ility that requires states and local communities to
focus on to actlieving desired results for ctlilctren, tamilies, and communities.

* Mandate a review of the actequacy of existing administrative and management systems and
processes (e.g., management intormation, agency structure and personnel, training, procure-

ment) and authorize investments in retooling.

A number of states have alreacty enacted legislation as a foundation for creating and tinancing compre-
tlensive, community support systems. In ottlers, legislative and executive branch leaders are worlzing on
bills that will put into place the essential components of this kind of reform. Some have initiated dra-
matic approactles to systems ctlange. Others have taken incremental steps, with a series of more mod-
est legislative actions rather than one aH-encompassing law. What is clear is that there is no single leg-
islative formula or prescription that will fit the needs, priorities, and conditions of all states. Leaders in

each jurisctiction will need to tailor statutes to take account of their own special circumstances.

Devoiution: The Context for Reform

The shift toward a stronger local role in the ctesign and delivery of supports and services for children
and families is part of a larger movement to shift power and responsil)ility to lower levels of govern-
ment. As several observers have notect, devolution in the domain of social welfare has several

antecectents.3

The first is wictespreact recognition that many U.S. ctlildren_ and families are taring poorly. Ttley are
growing up untlealttly, unectucatect, and unprepare&t for the responsil)ilities of worlz, tamily, and citi-
zenstlip. Their families lack the economic, social, and emotional resources to care for them. Their
neighborhoods are unsafe and unwelcoming places. While these prolalems are most pronOuncect for
children and families living in some of the nation’s large urban centers, ttley are not confined to any
single geograptlic location or type of community. Nor are ttley limited to any single racial, ethnic, or
economic group. And ctespite stea&tily rising pul)lic expenditures for health, education, and human ser-
vices, as well as recent improvements in the national economy, many of these proljlems have prove‘t

tligtﬂy resistant to ctlange.

Seconct, a signiticant portion of the American pul)lic does not believe that government policies, pro-
grams, and institutions to support and serve children and families work very well. Whether the focus

is on sctlools, health care systems, child weltare, employment and training, tlonsing and community

3 Ibid.; Cheryl D. Hayes, Rethinking Block Grants... Op, Cit.

10
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clevelopment, or pul)lic sai;ety, there is great slzepticism about how much government can really do to

solve persistent social prol)lems.

Tliircl, there is a pervasive belief that local leaders know best what is needed in their communities and
could achieve better results if tliey had more control over programs and l)uclgets. Higlily ca’cegorical
programs and l.:uncling streams do not accommodate the kinds of variation and customized approaclies
that local leaders often want. Tliey are organizecl to provicle standardized responses. Tliey make it dif-
ficult to coordinate assistance to children and families whose needs do not easily fit narrowly—clelinecl
eligil)ility criteria. Moreover, tliey rarely build on the informal lielping networks that are important

resources in most communities.

Finally, state officials who are under pressure to solve complex social prol)lems with fewer pul)lic dollars
are loolzing for partners outside their own agencies and programs. More and more, tliey recognize that
some goals, such as increasing lamily sell-suﬁiciency, reclucing teenage pregnancy, and enliancing
school readiness cannot be achieved l)y the actions and investments of a single agency or program.
Tliey require mol)ilizing resources across several agencies and programs and linlzing them eﬁectively.
As a consequence, many state officials are more eager than tliey have traclitionally been to collaborate

with colleagues in other agencies and with leaders in local communities.

Taken togetlier, these factors have contributed to a growing consensus: improving results for cliilclren,
families, and communities requires engaging communities themselves much more clirectly in decisions
about how pulJlic dollars are invested, who l)enefits, and how supports and services are organizecl and
delivered. Linlzing multiple programs and services to lielp address children’s and families’ needs is most
eﬁectively done at the community level. Drawing upon the informal lielping networks that exist among
families, friends, and community groups is more easily accomplisliecl in neiglil)orlioocls than in state

agencies.

Yet, as several observers have no’cecl, local decision malzing is only one lzey element of reform efforts
aimed at creating more comprehensive, community support systems. Developing a stronger focus on
acliieving agreecl—upon results is also important. Sois estal)lisliing more flexible JEinalncing systems and
strategies that link i.:uncling to results. Moreover, a commitment to improving the quality of services
and ensuring that tliey are connectecl, incliviclualizecl, and i;amily—locusecl is essential to l)uilcling more

effective and efficient support sys’cems.4~

Perliaps the greatest cliallenge for reform-minded leaclers, liowever, is recleiining the roles and respon-
sibilities of state and local governments in provicling and paying for services. Education has a long his-
tory of local governance and JEinancing. In contrast, health care and human services have traditional-
ly been dominated l)y federal- and state-funded and directed programs. Efforts to eﬁectively link

schools, health care proviclers, child protection, and iamily support services, as well as informal lielping

4 Center for the Study of Social Policy, “A Legislative Strategy...” QOp. Cit.; Mark Friedman, A Strategy Map for Results-based Budgeting:
Moving from ncory to Practice (Wasliington, DC: The Finance Project, Septeml)er 1996)
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networizs, will require sorting out these complicated intergovernmentai jurisdictions and deveioping
more collaborative approaciies to community engagement and 0versigiit. As the Center for the Study
of Social Poiicy noted:

“While this compiicates the task of local governance, it is central to its promise of suc-

cess. If the process of estai)iisiiing local governance can increase agreement among

state and local governments on the results tiiey want for families and children, and on

their respective responsit)iiities for aciiieving results, it will have accompiisiied alot.”®

Why States Need New Legisiation

Whether or not ti‘iey have i)egun to siiape a reform agenda, most states will need new autiiorizing ieg—
islation to enable them to spend federal funds ti‘iey receive tlerugll the welfare block grants.6 In con-
trast to traditional categoricai program grants, block grants consolidate a number of categoricai fund-
ing streams and provide aid in the form of iump sum payments with many fewer conditions on how
funds are used.7 As a consequence, states will need new statutes to delineate how federal funds will be

allocated among agencies and programs and who will have the autiiority to decide.

Some state leaders will undoui)tediy conclude that the best course of action is to continue to serve low-
income children and families as tiiey currentiy do—albeit less well with less money when there is an
economic downturn and poverty increases. For states that have set a reform agenda, iiowever, welfare
reform may present an opportunity to expedite ciianges that the governor, his or her cabinet, and the
state iegisiature are aiready pursuing. For other states, it may create an impetus to reexamine the effec-
tiveness of current systems, initiate reforms that redefine state agency roles and responsii)iiities, and

build more effective state/community partnersiiips.

Formuiating an agenda for ciiange is ciiaiienging. But maizing it iiappen is even more difficult. Deepiy
entrenched bureaucracies, rigidiy categoricai programs and tunding streams, i)udgets that are based
more on traditional tunding patterns and poiiticai negotiations than on needs and ei:iectiveness, and
parociiiai, turf-conscious service professions all present impediments to reform.® Overcoming these
barriers depends toa iarge extent on the ingenuity and hard work of committed poiicy makers, program
deveiopers, educators, service providers, and community ieaders, as well as parents. In most cases, it
also requires iegisiation that articulates the vision for a new community—i)ased system, establishes new
governance structures, creates a flexible tinancing meciianism, and authorizes investments in i)uiiding
the administrative and management capacity at the state and local level to make the new state/com-

munity partnersiiips work.

Center for the Study of Social Policy, “A Legislative Strategy...” Op Cit., p. 6.

Council of Governors’ Policy Advisors, “Preparing for Block Grants and State Autonomy on Social Welfare Programs: A Survey of How
the States are Planning for the Devolution Revolution” in The States Forge Ahead Despite the Federal Impasse (Washington, DC: Council
of Governors’ Policy Advisors, February 1996).

Ciicryl D. Hayes, Retllin]eing Block Grants...

Martin E. Orland and Ellen Foley, Beyond Decategorization: Defining Barriers and Potential Solutions to Creating Effective Comprehensive,
Community-based Support Systems for Children and Families (Washington, DC: The Finance Project, April 1996).

[ 314}
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Across the country, there are a multitude of exciting community initiatives underway.g They represent
creative efforts to address citizen needs, capitalize on community assets and resources, break down cat-
egorical barriers, and focus attention on the whole child, the whole family,. and the whole community.
Most thriving comprehensive, community initiatives can trace their success in large part to the heroic
efforts of a visionary leader and at least one high-level government protector, who has helped them
negotiate the shoals of rigid government bureaucracies and narrow categorical {'unding streams. All too
often, however, local initiatives that are l)egun with great enthusiasm, founder when their own charis-
matic leaders are gone, their champions in the state legislature or the governor's staff move on, and the

structural hurdles become just too much to overcome.10

Depending on the particular history and circumstances of the state, legislation can foster reforms in
several ways. In some states, it presents a way of institutionalizing new ways of doing business that
have developed quietly over several years, through the creative efforts of policy makers and local pro-
gram developers. In others, it can add momentum to a process of change that has l)egun and is build-
ing steam. In still others, it can be the clarion call around which consensus about the need for change
and the directions for reform can be formed. As the Center for the Study of Social Policy suggests,
“In order for the ‘new way of doing business’ to become ‘the way of doing business,” it must be backed

l)y a clear pul)lic mandate and l)y the authority that comes with such a mandate.”™!

Developing a Legisiative Strategy

There is no set formula for writing a bill or developing a legislative strategy to support the creation of
comprehensive, community support systems. The statutory language and approach will vary depend-
ing on a state’s political traditions, legislative history, constitutional constraints, and professional ser-
vice culture. Nevertheless, there are several general principles that should guide state and local leaders

who are engaged in the process of crafting and enacting legislation for this purpose.12

First, although leaders in some states may follow Nebraska's example and enact a single piece of legis—
lation that mandates very wide-ranging systems reform, experience suggests that most take a more
incremental approach to change. The elements of a new system are put in place over time in a series

of statutes and amendments to existing health, eclucation, and human service authorizations.

Second, legislation to create effective state/community partnerships presents the broad dimesnions of
of a new system. It does not prescril)e exactly how the law will operate in each community. Legislation

to create new categorical service programs specifies in detail the rules and regulations governing the

9 Clqeryl D. Hayes, Elise LlPOH and Anna E. Danegger, Campendtum af Camprelxenswe, C’ammunity-lmsed Initiatives: A Look at Costs,
10 Benefits, and Financin (f Strategies (Washington, DC: The Finance Project, July 1995).
1 Martin E. Orland and Ellen Foley Beyand Decategorization... QQQLL
12 Center for the Study of Social Polxcy, “A Leglslatwe Strategy...” Op Cit., p . 6.
The Center for the Study of Social POlle provules a good iscussion of tl'lese prmcnples, Leglslatwe Strategy...” Op. Cit.
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programs. Yet statutes to establish a iegisiative foundation for new community-ljasecl supports and ser-
vices should create the necessary governance structures and financing auti'lority, ieaving it to local lead-

ers to determine how the decision malzing process will work and how supports and services will be con-

{:igurecl.

Third, iegisiation to create state/community partnersi'iips usuaiiy affects the operations of a number of
state and local agencies and service programs, and it crosses the jurisclictions of several iegisiative com-
mittees. To proceecl smooti'iiy, it must attract ci'lampions in several piaces-—inciucling both the state

executive branch and the legislature.

Finaliy, unlike iegisiation to create a new categoricai program, iegisiation to establish a statutory foun-
dation for state/community partnersi'iips is iiieeiy to evolve over time as a new system takes si'iape and
as the distribution of program responsil)iiities, pianning and l)uclgeting auti'iority, and accountaljiiity for
aci'iieving results is adjustecl and reacljustecl. As the Center for the Stucly of Social Poiicy has noted,
states migi'it first write iegisiation to encourage innovation and authorize local piiot initiatives. As
these new models of decision malzing and financing are refined, second generation iegisiation could
authorize their expansion ti'lrougi'iout the state.'? Demonstrating how systemic ci'lange works in a few
communities can encourage more significant clepartures from traditional practice and provicle a boost

to talzing model initiatives to scale.

In sum, iegisiation is intended to launch the ci'lange process and create the conditions to support reform

without prescril)ing preciseiy how it will work in every community.

The Sample Legisiation Toolkit

This toolkit is intended to assist state and local leaders who are engagecl in crai‘ting iegisiation to facil-
itate the creation of compreiiensive, community support systems. [t is also a useful tool for those who
are trying to decide whether iegisiative action is needed to advance their efforts to improve supports and
services for children and families in their communities. It presents sampie state iegisiation and a guicle
for tailoring bills to fit states’ particular needs and conditions. It also provicles a review of other exist-

ing state iegisiative initiatives and a list of other relevant resources.

Sample legislation. The sampie iegisiation offers a vision, written in statutory ianguage, of a new way
of supporting the needs of children and families. Ina composite hill, it presents a framework for reform
and the several legislative components that are needed to create state/community partnersi'lips. It is
not intended as a prescription or a “standardized” approaci'l to l)uiicling community support 'systems.
Insteacl, it offers a menu of essential elements that may be enacted in this form or some variation,
singiy orasa paclzage. We expect that as poiicy makers proceecl, ti'ley will see the sampie iegisiation as

a piace to l)egin, and will aclapt it to reflect their states’ own circumstances and preierences.
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Tailoring guide. The taiioring guicie, which accompanies the model iegisiation, is intended to assist
state and local leaders in aciapting the components of the sampie iegisiation. It is organizeci so that
each section of the guicie cross-walks to the sections of the sampie hill. It iiighiigiits issues that are
raised in the iegisiative ianguage and, in many cases, offers alternatives to suit the conditions of states
with different poiiticai cuitures, iegisiative iiistories, and constitutional constraints. Throughout the

guicie are exampies of how these issues have been addressed in practice.

Legislative review. The review of iegisiative exampies examines a number of existing pieces of feder-
al and state iegisiation that are aimed at accomplishing all or part of what is presenteci in the sampie
iegisiation. It provicies useful i)aclegrounci for state and local leaders who want to take account of the
iegisiative experiences of other states and the Congress as tiiey have tackled this task.

Additional resources. This list provicies an annotated i)ii)iiograpiiy of other sources of information
and insigiit that may iieip state and local leaders as they set the directions for ciiange in their own states
and craft a iegisiative vehicle and strategy for accomplishing them.

Conclusion

The approacii to proviciing and financing supports for children and families envisioned in this sampie
iegis]ation is very different than the traditional top—ciown categoricai system that has been in piace for
several decades. It is premiseci on a belief that over the iong—run, iragmenteci, standardized services
administered 1)y state agencies will not solve many of the compiex proi)iems that threaten cliiiciren, fam-
ilies, and the communities in which tiiey live. What is needed is much greater community involvement
in the ciesign and cieiivery of services and in decisions about how limited pui)iic resources will be allo-
cated. States and communities must be partners. Support systems must be compreiiensive, commu-
nity—i)aseci, i;amiiy—centereci, and tiiey must link both the formal services and informal iieiping networks
that are so important in the ciaiiy lives of children and families. Across the country, there are p]enty
of promising models that eml)ociy these characteristics. But without fundamental changes in the gov-
ernance, financing, and administrative systems that underlie pui)iic programs, these initiatives will

never be more than promising models.

Aciiieving better results for children, families, and communities uitimateiy requires cioing business dif-
i;erentiy. Enacting state iegisiation that creates the foundation on which this change can take siiape

and flourish is one critical step in that direction.
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%@z@mpﬂe State Legislation: Creating a
Statutory Framework for Comprehensive,
ommunity-based Support Systems for

Children and Families

I HIS SAMPLE state legislation outlines a new approach to meeting the needs of children and fam-
ilies—through state/community partnerships. It presents the basic statutory ingreclients for

! l)uilding comprehensive, community support systems. Yet it is not a “model” hill. Because states
differ widely—in size, demography, wealth, economic strength, po]itica] context, legislative history,
and traditions for investing in children, families, and communities—there is no standardized leg-
islative approach that will be appropriate nationwide. Insteacl, this sample legislation presents a
menu of individual components essential to create the statutory foundation for more ﬂexilole, fam-

ily—centered community supports and services. It:

¢ Articulates a new vision for comprehensive health and human services clelivery,‘

* Creates new collaborative state and local governance structures;

* Creates a new flexible financing mechanism to provide start-up funds and, over time, to
enable more clecatigorized funding for community-l)ased supports and services;

* Presents a new approach to accountal)ility that requires states and local communities to
focus on to achieving desired results for children, families, and communities.

* Mandates a review of the aclequacy of existing administrative and management systems and
processes (e.g., management information, agency structure and personnel, training, procure-

ment) and authorize investments in retooling.

Many of these legislative elements have been enacted and successfully implemented in a number of
states, separately or in combination. Others represent ideas that are still l)eing deve]oped and
refined. As politica] leaders and policy makers pursue their own change agendas, this sample leg-

islative language provides a place to l)egin in crafting a bill that fits the special needs, conditions, {

and priorities of their states.
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An Act to promote iiealtiiier, better educated. more self-sufficient ciiildrenI tamiiieﬁ, and com-
munities througii creation of a Dartnergiiip for children and families.

Section 1. Legislative Findings and Intent

(a) The legislature finds that:

(1) A large and growing number of children in (state name) are affected l)y a range of fac-
tors in their communities that increase their risk of academic failure and compromise their
al)ility to become productive, iiealtiiy, well-educated adults. Unsafe living conditions, abuse
and neglect, tamily and youtii violence, drug and alcohol addiction, deteriorating neigiil)or-
hoods and rural communities, inadequate health care, lack of child care, teenage parentiiood,
poor nutrition, unemployment, and schools iﬂ—equipped to handle ciianging communities,
adverseiy affect tamiiy reiationsiiips, communities, and the al)ility of children to learn and grow.
Currently, . . . (put state statistics iiere).

(2) Meeting the needs of children and families affected l)y these conditions imposes iieavy
costs on all citizens of the state l)y requiring costly speciai services, income assistance, and all
too otten, incarceration or institutionalization. These costs are a burden on the capacity of
the state’s economy to produce sufficient revenues and an adequate tax base.

3 The current federal and state service delivery system for children and tamiiies, based on
a multitude of separate tunding streams and uncoordinated, narrowly targeted categorical pro-
grams, fails to address the broader needs of the ciiild, tamily, and community. The current over-
regulated system empiiasizes short-term crisis management over prevention or long-term solu-
tions, and fails to adequately evaluate the results of programs for families and communities.

(4) Communities are best situated to address the diverse needs of children and tarriilies.

Traditionaliy, communities have supported children and families tiirougii interconnected sys-
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tems of iamily, neigh]aoriiood, religious, and other networlzs, as well as tiirougil formal institu-
tions such as sciioois, iiealtii, and social services. In some areas, iiowever, stress, mo]aili’ty, and
social isolation have weakened the sense of community. Residents of communities with erod-
ed community supports generaﬂy have fewer employment opportunities, a poorer education
system, iiigiier levels of criminal activity, and more difficult lives. The state has a responsi]ail-
ity to support communities in eforts to strengthen and re-build support systems.

5) Comprehensive, communi’ty-]aase(i child and iamily support systems ]Jeing (ievelope(i
tiirougiiout the United States show great promise for improving the lives of children and fam-
ilies tiirougii esta]aiisiiing community goals and expectations for results, and (iesigning strate-
gies to achieve the results. Community goals ’typically include: iiealtiiy births and iiealtily fam-
ilies; readiness for sciiool; school success; strong and stable iamilies; readiness to worlz; safe
and secure communities; and economic seli-suf‘[iciency.

(6) Community support systems are:

(A) Committed to community involvement and seli-determination, and responsive to local
needs and priorities.

(B) Compreiiensive and ﬂexi])le, integrating an array of informal supports; e(iucational,
iiealtii, and human services; and community and economic (ievelopment activities to meet the
broad needs of ciiil(iren, iamilies, and communities. Greater ﬂexi])ility in the use of funds is
balanced with accounta]aili’ty for results.

(C) Community ]Jase(i, ]Juil(iing on iamily and community strengths to invest in iiealtiiy
ciiil(iren, strong iamilies, and safe communities.

(D) Family centere(i, recognizing that the role of agencies is to support children and families.

(E) Focused on preventive and communi’ty-]auii(iing activities, rather than empiiasizing
crisis management or acute care services.

(F) Accessible to iamilies, often provi(iing a single point of access or a “one-stop” service

center within their neighi)oriioocis.
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(G) Collaborative—with governance and resource decisions, responsibility, and risk—
shared among government, the private sector, neighhorhood associations, and community
members.

(H) Fiscaiiy prudent, committed to using limited resources wiseiy.

(7) The legislature finds that these new systems are most successful when state government:

(A) Works in partnership with communities to define common goals, expected results, and
benchmarks for children and tamilies, and share the responsil)ility and risks for achieving these
resuits;

(B) Joins with communities in l)uilding capacity to accompiish shared results; and

(€ Reforms state accountal)ility, data coiiection, and administrative systems to support

community efforts and meet the common goais.

(i)) It is the intent of the legislature to establish the partnership for children and families to
improve the lives of children and families through i)uilding and strengthening comprehensive,
community—l)ased tamily and child support systems. The partnership shall have four components:

(1) Community-l)ased comprehensive support systems, governed l)y a community council.

(2) A state council for children and tamilies, responsii)ie for deveiopment of a state-wide
results-based accountai)ility system, co'or_dination of state resources to support communities,
and oversight of community support systems.

(3) A state fund for children and families to finance start-up costs and infrastructure for
community support systems.

4) A plan for overcomin institutional barriers to state/community support systems.
P g 19% y
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Section 2. Definitions
(a) “State council” means the state council for children and families.

(l:)) “Community” means a group of people who typicaHy reside in one locality and are sul)ject

to the same laws, share the same values, and live under the same general conditions.

(c) “Community council” means a council established to plan, implement, monitor, and eval-

uate a community family and child support system.

(d) “Community contract” means an agreement entered into between the state and a local
jurisc.liction that authorizes the reallocation of some portion of existing resources from partic-
ipating agencies to a specific community for purposes specifiec.l in the agreement.

(e) “Community support system” means interlinked pul:)lic and private, formal and informal
structures, resources, supports, and services that promote the healthy development and support

the needs of children and families living in the community.

(f) “Jurisc.liction" means a unit of local government, typicaﬂy a county or city.

.‘ The Finance Project
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Section 3. Strengthening Community Support Systems

(a) Ttis the intent of the legislature that communities be authorized to clesign and implement
plans to meet identified ‘goals for children and families. These plans, after negotiation with
and approval l)y the state council, will become community contracts that permit communities
to use federal, state, and local resources, both pul)lic and private, to meet their goals for chil-
dren and families through formal and informal supports and services. It is the further intent
of the legislature that state government work in partnership with communities to strengthen
local capacity to iclentify community needs and assets, and to aclclress them in ways appropri-

ate to those individual communities.

(l)) One or more local jurisclictions may establish a community council to plan, implement,
monitor, and evaluate a community family and child support system. At least one of the juris-
dictions estal)lishing the council must have general governmental responsil)ilities and legal

authority to accept state or federal funds.

(c) The memt)ership of the council shall be representative of the soclo-economic, cultural, and
ethnic populations of the community. The overall meml)ership shall include a balance of com-
munity residents and leaclers, local organizations provicling supports and services to the com-
munity, and government agencies. Members shall be appointecl for staggerecl terms. The
council shall inclucle, at a minimum, all of the following:

(1) Representatives of families living in the community.

(2) Representatives of local organizations, religious and secular, provicling supports and
services to the community.

(3) Representatives of the business and labor communities.

(4) Local government and school officials responsiljle for pul)lic programs, services, or

funds included in the plan, appointecl lﬁy their respective governing boards.

22
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6) A member of the governing board of eactr local juris(iiction included in the plan.

((i) Bach council shall (ievelop a plan to strengthen community support systems for children
and families. The plan shall include all of the tollowing:

(1) A statement (iesignating either the council, or one or more local jurisdictions partici-
pating in the.council, as the entity legally responsible for:

A) The distribution of state, local, and state-administered federal tun(is, to the extent per-
mitted t>y federal law;

(B) The implementation of the plan; and

(@) Compliance with the community contract to be negotiatect with the state council.

If the council chooses to assume these responsibiiities, it must include a copy of agreement(s)
with the local juris(iiction(s) outlining the specitic responsibilities of the council and the local
juris(iiction(s).

(2) A vision for the community, i(ientitying goals, intended results, and priorities for sup-
porting children and families.

3) Identification of the population and geographi_c area of the community to be served t>y
the support system.

4) A (iescription of specitic needs to be addressed t>y’ the plan, as well as the amount and
types of services and other supports available from public, private, not-tor-protit, and commu-
nity-base(i organizations. Any type of service or support for families and children,may be
included in the plan, inclu(iing those provi(ie(i t>y informal tamily, neigilt)ortlooci, or religious
organizations, as well as public institutional services for social and child weltare, mental and
physical health, e(iucation, recreation, tamiiy selt—su{'ticiency, early childhood or youth services,
and crime and violence prevention.

%) A (iescription of the type and amount of all state, local government, and private funds
propose(i to be included in the community contract, and how these funds shall be use(i..
Inclusion of any fund, public or private, must be approve(i by the governing body or individual

legaﬂy responsible for its management.
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6) A description of federal funds that the council would like to include in the fund, if tiiey
are available tiirougii block grants or pass-tiirougiis, or if waivers or ciianges in federal law could
be obtained i:)y the state.

(7) Proposeni administrative, ciaiming, reporting, data collection, and procurement proce-
dures that differ from current procedures.

(8) Provisions for siiaring data among agencies. and across levels of government, while
respecting client coniinientiaiity.

9) A description of how proposed ciianges in eiigii)iiity, intake ruies, and levels of services
are projected to affect the current popuiations receiving services.

(10) A description of the resources or types of assistance, if any, needed from the state in
order to carry out the provisions of the pian. If the community council requests start-up or
capacity—i)uiiding grant {'unniing_ from the state child and famiiy {'und, the council shall describe
how the community will share the resource burden tin'ougii local financial support or in-kind
contributions.

(11) An implementation strategy and timeline showing how the council proposes to imple-
ment its scheme.

(12) A description of an evaluation pian that meets the foilowing requirements:

(A) It designates the entity(ies) responsible for the evaluation.

(B) It is based on community needs and identified goals, and is consistent with any estab-
lished state-wide goais and expected results.

C) It includes baseline data relevant to the pian’s activities and services.

(D) It includes speciiic expected results and indicators for children and families to be
achieved tin'ougii strategies included in the pian, as well as performance measures for the results
and indicators.

(BE) It describes what measures have been taken to ensure that residents of the communi-
ty with similar needs have access to equitai)ie levels of service.

(F) It measures consumer satisfaction with services and supports provicleni i:)y the child and

famiiy support system.
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(e) The governing ‘i)oarcts of each jurisctiction tinanciaiiy participating in, or signiticantiy
affected i)y, the pian shall approve both the jurisctiction's participation in the partnerstiip, and

the pian.

(t) Approvai of a community pian i)y the state council for children and families shall consti-
tute approvai of a community contract between the state and the local council or juriscliction(s)

named in the pian, to carry out the provisions of the pian.

(8 To the extent that savings are realized as a result of the community contract, funds may
be retained i)y the community. These funds shall be used soieiy to further the community’s

pian, and shall not suppiant other funds for children and families.

(h) Upon approval of the community contract by the state council for children and families,
each community council shall submit to the state council all of the toiiowing:

(1) An annual report stiowing how tecterai, state, and local funds included in the contract
have been spent, and which alternative administrative eiigii)iiity, ciaiming, reporting, and pro-
curement requirements have been actoptect, as well as a status report incticating the extent to
which the pian has been implemented.

(2) Interim evaluation reports ctescribing progress toward goais and expectecl results out-
lined in the pian.

(3) A full evaluation of pian implementation, to be submitted no later than six months

after the compietion of the fifth year of impieméntation.
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Section 4. Building State Government Collaboration to Support Communities: State

Council for Children and Families

(a) The state council for children and families is established in state law to develop and main-
tain community and state support systems that improve the lives of children and families, and
to deveiop state-wide goais for children and families. The state council, which shall be chaired
i)y the governor or his or her designee, shall also be responsii;ie for strengthening coordination
and collaboration among state agencies responsii;ie for services to children and their families,

and for coordinating state resources supporting community efforts.

(b) Members of the council shall include state officials responsible for education, public safe-

“ty, health and welfare, economic and community development, employment, iiousing, trans-

portation, state administration and finance, and others appointed i)y the governor. In addi-
tion, one member of each chamber of the iegisiature, appointed i)y their respective houses, shall
serve in an advisory capacity. The governor may designate a lead agency to coordinate the

activities of the council.

(¢) The state council shall iia\ie the toiiowing duties and responsii;iiities, which shall be carried
out either by staff to the council or by state agencies participating on the council:

(1) Recommend to the governor, other constitutional officers, and the legislature, a process
and proposed budget for the deveiopment of a state-wide agenda for children and families that
will include a statement of a vision, expected results or outcomes, priorities for actions aimed at
strengtiiening families and communities, indicators, and pertormance measures that capture or
reflect the contribution of pui)iic agencies toward meeting the desired results. This process shall
be informed by a research effort to identity the current status of children and families on a wide
range of factors. It must be a collaborative effort among state and local oiticiais; the business
community; education, inciuding both the K-12 systems and universities; parents; and state,

local, and community leaders, agencies, and organizations that support families.
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) Develop a plan for state agencies to coordinate state programs and services for children
encl families, llelping communities achieve the goals and results included in the state agenda
and community plans. .

(3) Recommend a process to develop a child and tamily l)udget for state and state-admin-
istered federal funds, to address the goals and achieve the expectecl results identified in the
state-wide agenda for children and families.

(4) Evaluate, approve, and monitor community plans. Activities will include but not be
limited to the following:

(A) Development of parameters and criteria for state-level review, negotiation and approval
of plans submitted l)y community councils. In developing parameters and criteria, the state
council shall establish guidelines and proceclures for state agencies to establish minimum thresh-
olds for state-funded services supporting children and families, and to facilitate alternative eligi-
lnllty standards, the l)lencling of funds, flexible program administration, and streamlined report-
ing, claiming, and audit requirements for community child and tamily support systems.

(B) Approval of community contracts for child and family support systems based on plans
submitted l)y community councils. At a minimum, community plans that include alternative
administrative proceclures or blended tunding must ensure that the needs of targetecl popula-
tions are addressed in a fair and equital)le way; families are ensured the minimum level of ser-
vices specitiecl l)y the state; standardized data is sul)mittecl; proposals conform with federal law;
and specitic results to be met l)y the plan are included. The state council shall not approve any
contract containing provisions that waive or in any way negate enforcement of any constitu-
tional right of an individual.

(@)} Development of criteria and standards for contract revocation and renewal, which will
be implemented if communities do not meet agpeed-upon standards.

(D) Development and implementation of procedures to determine the amounts and geo-
grapllic allocation of state and federal funds distributed to and within communities.

(E) Development and implementation of procedures to work collal)oratively with commu-

nities, where appropriate, to obtain waivers of federal rules and regulations.
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(F) Monitoring program compliance of communities receiving state funds and technical
assistance under this section.

(G) Evaluation of state and local efforts to administer and carry out community plans.
Evaluations shall include assessment of program results and costs, as well as evidence that
resources were used Wisely and pru(tently. Implementation of a plan for a tamily and child sup-
port system shall be deemed successful if after five years, at a minimum, the results from the ser-
vices and supports funded l)y the community child and tamily fund show improvement over base-
line pertormance. If no improvement is evi(tent, the state shall have the option of recommend-
ing corrective action up to and inclucling non-renewal or revocation of the community contract.

(H) Allocation of funds for start-up or capacity—l)uilcling incentive grants to community
councils from the state child and family fund. A local match of X% in local public or private
tuncls, or in-kind services, shall l;e require(t for all grants to community councils.

(5) Actively advocate with federal, state, and local governments to promote legislation and
regulations that permit maximum state and local tlexil)’ility in implementing programs serving
children and families.

(6) Report to the legislature on issues relating to children and families, and to state agen-
cies, local communities, and the pul)lic on the activities and results of the partnersl'iip for chil-

dren and families.

(d) A commission on children and families composed of private citizens representing local
communities, and representatives of local governments, community councils, the business
community, and organizations provicting services and supports to children and families shall be
appointecl l)y the governor and legislature. The commission shall have an executive director
and an office funded tl'irougl'i the state child and tamily fund. The commission shall hold at
least four pul)lic meetings annually, and shall be cl'iargecl with provicling input to the state coun-
cil cluring policy clelil)erations, and with reviewing state council policy recommendations before
tliey are released. The commission shall also provicte an annual report of its activities to the

governor and the legislature.
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Section 5. Creating a State Child and Family Fund

(a) A state child and family fund is hereby established for the purposes of supporting commu-
nities in planning and implementing local plans for community support systems, and support-

ing state council activities.

(b) Starting July 1, 199X, the legislature shall re-allocate 0.X% of the combined state funds

for all programs serving children and families to the child and fami]y fund.

(c) All interest accruing from investment of monies in the state child and family fund shall be

credited to the fund. The fund shall be audited annuaﬂy.

(d) The state council shall allocate monies from the fund for the following purposes:

(1) To assist community councils with start-up or capacity—building activities included in
approved community strategic plans. Funds shall be limited to $X per year, for no more than
X years, and may be used to:

(A) Fund initial coordination of services, £l gaps in services, and ensure the avai]ability
of personnel or space for services and supports.

(B) Dévelop data collection and management information systems necessary to gather
information and measure performance toward results included in community plans,

©) Deve]bp innovative mu]ti—disciplinary education and training activities for individuals
worlzing in coﬂaborative, integrated community support systems.

(D) Finance other technical assistance activities detailed in community plans.

(2) To support activities of the state council for children and families and the commission
on children and families. Administrative support for the state council shall be limited to X%
of total funds.

3) To finance services and supports included in community plans and approved by the state

council.
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Section 6. Overcoming Institutional Barriers to State/Community Support Systems

(a) The legisiature finds that current systems of accountability, compliance, data 'coiiection,
and protessional and administrative (ieveiopment are tied closely to a structure of categorical
programs and tunciing, and present barriers to the establishment and operation of community
child and tamiiy support systems. It is the intent of the iegislature that the state council and
communities shall work collai)oratively to develop new systems that are more responsive to a

state/community partnership for children and families.

(i)) The state council shall be responsii;le for cieveloping and sending to the governor and the
legislature i)y (ciate) a plan for addressing some of the critical barriers to the operation of com-
preiiensive community support systems. The plan shall be developed coliai)oratively i)y state
and local otticials; the business and education communities; parents; and state, local, and com-
munity leaders, agencies, and organizations that support families. The plan shall contain pro-
cedures and timelines to implement the tollowing activities:

(1) A review of state statutes and regulations concerning children and families, with the
oi)ject of initiating a new approacii to laws and regulation that focuses on accountai)iiity con-
sistent with established results and pertormance measures.

) Development and impiementation of a coordinated child, tamiiy, and community
management information system. This system should, to the extent possii;le:

(A) Define standardized data elements to be collected from community support systems
and programs serving children and families for purposes of eligii)iiity determination, policy
(ievelopment, fiscal compliance, ciaiming, program management, and program evaluation.

(B) Minimize the amount of paperwork required of families who participate in publicly
tunded pro‘grams.

(C) Provide local jurisdictions and service providers with adequate data to operate their pro-
grams ettectively, to measure results for children and tamiiies, to identity fiscal irregularities,

and to provide required information to the federal government.

Building Strong Communities:  Crafting a Legislative Foundation
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(D) Permit data to be shared among agencies providing services to children and families,
while respecting the conﬁdentiality of participants.

3) Development of a state/community system to identify the need for, and provide, tech-
nical assistance or additional training to state and local administrators, professional practi-
tioners, and community leaders worieing in comprehensive, community support systems.

(4) A review of state professional licensing and credentialing requirements to identify bar-
riers to integrating services among pr0£essionals in educational, health, and human services,
and recommend changes that will promote multi-disciplinary professional pre-service and in-

service education and training.
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Each part of this tailoring guide corresponds to a section of the sample legislation (Tab 2].
For each section, there is an overview followed by a discussion of key issues (which may
or may not touch upon all subsections of that particular section).

Introduction . . . . .. 3-1

Section 1

Section 2

Section 3

The introduction provides a general discussion of the purpose and key compo-
nents of the sample legislation and tailoring guide, as well as an overview of
comprehensive, community-based support systems. It outlines the benefits and
limitations of the sample legislation and addresses the impact of federal welfare
reform on legislation for community-based comprehensive support systems.

Section 1 of the sample legislation, Legislative Findings and Intent,
describes why the legisiation is needed and presents policy arguments under-
pinning the proposed solution. This section of the gquide outlines methods for
building a partnership for children and families (Section 1{a) and (b)}).

.................................................... 39
Section 2 of the sample legisiation, Definitions, provides an explanation of
some of the terms used in following sections. This section of the guide pro-
vides further detail on one particular concept correlated to the definition of
‘community”: what is a community and how does it differ from a locality?

Section 3 of the sample legislation, Strengthening Community Support
Systems, describes the elements required for a community to legally participate
in a state/community partnership for children, families, and communities. This
section of the quide outlines two of the most important issues that policymak-
ers face in establishing community councils: delegation of power and authority,
and membership (Sections 3(b), (c). and (d} (1)). It addresses the objectives,
feasibility, and scope of community plans (Section 3(d)). And it outlines how
the legislation can give communities both the flexibility and the incentives
needed to try new approaches to service delivery (Sections 3(f) and (g)}).

Tailoring Guide



Section 4

Section 5

Section 6

Section 4 of the sample legislation, Building State Government
Collaboration to Support Communities: State Counci for Children and
Families, describes the state government role in the partnership and creates a
collaborative council and a citizens' advisory commission. This section of the
guide focuses on: the role of state government in the state/community part-
nership; the leadership, membership, and staffing of state council (Sections
4(a) and (b)), the contents and purpose of statewide agenda for children and
families (Section 4(c) (1}); state agency coordination (Section 4(c) (2)); the role
of results-based budgeting in creating comprehensive supports and services for
children and families (Section 4(c) (3)); the interaction of the state council with
community support systems (Section 4(c) (4)); the responsibility of the state
council in advocacy and communication; and the purpose of a commission on
children and families (Section 4(d))|.

.................................................... 3-27
Section 5 of the sample legislation, Creating a State Child and Family Fund,
offers a mechanism for raising revenue and financing both community and
state start-up costs, and capacity-building for the partnership. This section of
the guide provides more detailed discussion of the uses, rationale, and political
perils of a child and family fund, and methods for its establishment (Section
5(b)).

Section 6 of the sample legislation, Overcoming Institutional Barriers to
State/Community Support Systems, describes a planning process intended to
address institutional obstacles to the new systems. This section of the guide
outlines the steps needed to overcome barriers, including: reviewing statutes
and regulations (Section 6(b} (1}); developing a coordinated child, family, and
community management information system (Section 6(b) (2}); creating a tech-
nical assistance and training network (Section 6(b) (3}); and reviewing and re-
designing professional education, licensing, and credentialing (Section 6(b) (4]).

Conclusion . . . . ... 3-36
This section of the guide offers a brief wrap-up of the purpose of the sample
legislation and the current context of supports and services for children and
families.
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A Guide for Tailoring the Sample
g‘eg slation to Your State

i

. Qverview: The contents of this tailoring guide.

? HE PURPOSE of this taiioring guicle 1s to assist poiicy makers in aclapting the sampie iegisiation
‘ (Tai) 2) to fit the needs, priorities, and conditions of their states. Each part of the guicle corre- |
, sponcls to a section of the legislation, and includes an overview for the section, followed i)y a discus- !

sion of lzey issues. Where the lzey issues relate speciiicaﬂy to a subsection of the iegisiation, the sub-
section will be identified. However, the discussion sections of this guicle do not clirectiy touch upon
all subsections of the iegisiation. Where appropriate, the guicle discusses alternative approaciies to

the issues and provicles references or brief exampies of how the issues are i)eing addressed in practice.

} This guicle and the sampie iegisiation are not intended to be prescriptive. While tiiey raise some of
the lzey issues that states are ii]zeiy to face as tiiey cleveiop their own compreiiensive, community-
~ based support systems for children and families, tiiey do not prescrii)e any “rigiit answers.” States |

- differ witleiy—in size, popuiation, iiistory, weaitii, poiiticai context, economic strengtii, and tradi-

|
i
|
tions for serving ciiiiclren, iamiiies, and communities. Fach of these factors will influence how poi— i
» 1cy makers approacii iegisiation to create or expancl child and iamiiy support systems. The sampie |
iegisiation and this guicle to taiioring the iegisiation offer one set of options, but each state must i

- determine its own direction.

What is sample legislation?

The sampie iegisiation for community—i)asecl comprehensive support systems for children and families
offers a vision, written in statutory ianguage, of a new way of supporting the needs of children and fam-
ilies. It iays out a framework for iegisiation to create a state/local partnersiiip for children and fami-
iies, inciucling a statement of purpose, state and community governance structures, i:uncling, account-

ai)iiity, and capacity i)uiicling.
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O Caring Communities, a Missouri government
initiative started in 1989, provides a continuum of
preventive and early intervention programs for
children attending six schools, and their families.
The program is funded primarily through pooling
redirected state funds from four agencies—men-
tal health, social services, health, and education.
Local communities may use these funds flexibly.

Healthy Start Support Services for Children,
established in 1991, is a California grant program
to fund community-based, school-linked, integrat-
ed services for children and families in low-income
neighborhoods. Administered by the Department
of Education, Healthy Start has the goal of estab-
lishing a prevention-oriented system for identify-
ing needs and delivering a wide range of services
to low-income children and families with muiltiple
educational, health, and social probiems.
Planning and operational grants are available to
“collaboratives” composed of local governments,
schools, parents, and community organizations.

The state of Nebraska enacted legislation in
1996 to create a new health and human services
system in the state. Five state agencies—the
Departments on Aging, Health, Public
Institutions, and Social Services, and the Office of
Juvenile Services—will be abolished January 1,
1997, to be replaced by three new agencies—
Health and Human Services Delivery, Heaith and
Human Services Standards and Evaluation, and
Health and Human Services Finance and Support.
The new agencies will be designed to integrate
services, financial support, and administration
through state/community partnerships. A key
focus of the restructured system will to be the
development of a results-based accountability sys-
tem. In addition, a Health and Human Services
Policy Cabinet, consisting of the new agency
directors, will be established to develop plans,
prepare budgets, and establish consistent priori-
ties and policies for allocation of resources. A
Health and Human Services Partnership Council
will gather community input and serve as a link
between state agencies and local communities.

The intent of this sampie iegisiation is to present a
composite state-level bill that incorporates all of the
basic components needed to create a state/commu-
nity partnersi'iip for comprehensive support systems.
It is not a “model” hill in the sense that it presents
a standardized, “approved” approach to community
support systems; no standard approaci'l exists.
Instead, the sample legislation contains a menu of
individual components that have been success{-uiiy
implemented i)y states or communities, but that
may fit togeti'ier in many different ways, on a variety
of timelines. In order to adapt the sample legislation
to reflect a state’s particular governance structure
and local circumstances, poiicy makers should
ti'iougi'it{-uiiy select and adapt components of the ieg—
islation. These components should fit the state’s
vision, experience, and resources, and should not
duplicate or confound the aspects of state/local part-
nersi'iips that may aiready be in piace.

Many policy makers may reasonably find the overall
vision of {‘uiiy developed state/community partner-
si'iips portrayed in the sampie iegisiation to be over-
whelming. If fully implemented over a short time-
span, the iegisiation would require signiticant and
possibiy disruptive ci'ianges in how government
interacts with and serves its citizens. Changes of the
magnitude described in the iegisiation, however, do
not happen overnight. It has taken 40 years for the
categoricai deiivery system and its government appa-
ratus to reach a point of virtual unmanageai)iiity and
ineffectiveness. It will also take years to transform

the system.

Peri'iaps the best approaci'i to using this sampie ieg—
islation as a tool to resi'lape the current service deliv-
ery system is to start with a vision—either the one
presented here, or a state’s own—of a new tamiiy
and child support system based on partnersi'iip
between state government and communities, and

then to put the operationai pieces in piace over time.

Building Strong Communities: Crafting a Legislative Foundation 3 i)



Along with the vision, a starting point migi'it be the
enactment of incentives for the development of
community support systems, or creation of a com-
prei'iensive state policy office for children and fam-

ilies. Wherever a state may start, as one or two less

.controversial components of the system are suc-

cessfuiiy implementecl, the state will learn what
worizs, and discard what doesn’t. With early suc-

cess, additional components can be added.

\/hy are state and community
partnerships to create support systems
for children and families the focus of
the sample legislation?

Over the last ten years, many fecleral, state, and
local policy makers have come to recognize that fed-
eral- and state-directed programs aimed at children
and families i'iave, In many cases, failed to achieve
healthier or better-educated children, safer neigi'i-
borhoods, or more responsilale' parenting. Many
policy makers now believe that local communities,
using informal neigl'ibori'ioocl supports as well as
pui)licly supportecl services, may be more effective
than the federal or state government in iclentifying

and meeting the needs of their residents.

As alternatives to the current service clelivery sys-
tems, diverse fecleral, state, and local initiatives
have been established ti'irougi'iout the country.
These efforts place responsibility on local commu-
nities for the clesign and provision of comprehen-
sive support systems for children and families, and
establish state-level structures to guicle and support
them. Overall, these initiatives integrate categori-
cal services, focus on the strengths of families and

communities, and base accountai)ility on results.

A few are described in the iaoxes.1

0O Oregon Benchmarks was initiated in 1988 to
create a 20-year strategic plan for Oregon.
Citizens from all over the state worked with the
nine-member Progress Board, chaired by the
Governor, to identify 259 benchmarks to measure
progress toward three broad goals:
{1) Creation of a diversified and productive
economy;
{2} Protection and enhancement of the
quality of life; and
{3) Investment in the capability of the states
popuiation.
The creation of benchmarks has led to reform in
many areas, including the creation by the states
Commission on Children and Families of county-
based commissions to develop strategies for mea-
suring performance toward the benchmarks.
Currently, at least seven of Oregon’s 36 counties
are building on the state framework, developing
comprehensive, local benchmarks for their com-
munities. In addition, a state performance-based
budgeting system has been initiated to evaluate
the effectiveness of state programs in meeting the
benchmarks.

Bl The West Virginia Governors Cabinet on
Children and Families was established in 1990
to foster more collaboration around child and
family issues among state government agencies.
Chaired by the governor, the cabinet is composed
of the secretaries of Health and Human
Resources, Commerce, Labor, and Environmental
Resources and Administration, as well as the State
Superintendent of Schools and the Attorney
General. Legislative representatives serve in an
advisory capacity. The Cabinet is responsible for
the creation and operation of local Family
Resource Networks to integrate supports and ser-
vices for children and families.

1 Cheryl D. Hayes, Elise Lipoff, and Anna E. Danegger, Compendium of Comprehensive, Community-based Initiatives (Washington, DC:

The Finance Project, July 1995).
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All of these efforts show promise in demonstrating effective new ways to respond to the individual needs.
of communities and to provide flexible supports and services for children and families. As tiiey move
to expand beyond reiativeiy small-scale demonstration projects, however, tiiey are running into signii;i-
cant institutional obstacies, linked to the traditional categoricai services system. These barriers include:
* Restrictive categoricai federal and state funding, eiigibiiity, and reguiations;
i Fecierai, state, and local pianning, budgeting, management, and accountability structures that
are program-specii:ic;
* Agency cultures that do not foster coiiaboration, cross-agency communication, or impiementa-
tion of comprehensive systems;
. Inadequate, non-interactive management information systems;
* Lack of precision in (iei:ining results and connecting them to measurable indicators; and

. Specialized professionai services that are not conducive to collaborative strategies.

Uitimateiy, the success of efforts such as those described previousiy in the exampie box will depend on
the impiementation of new pubiic poiicies that repiace the current categoricai service deiivery system.
The sampie iegisiation for community-basecl compreiiensive support systems provides an approacii to
state statutes that will permit and even encourage state and local entities to deveiop and operate local
governance structures. It will further enable the creation of more flexible funciing arrangements for
pubiiciy supported services—arrangements that are not governed or financed tiirougil traditional cate-

goricai programs and fun(iing structures.

What is included in each section of the sample legislation?
The sampie iegisiation is divided into six sections:

¥ Section 1: Legis/ative Finc]ings and Intent, iays out the purpose of the iegisiation. It describes
the probiem that the iegisiation is intended to address (wily it is nee(ie(i), and presents the poiicy

arguments unclerpinning the propose(i solution.
T Section 2: Deﬁnitions, defines terms used in the iegisiation.

¥ Section 3: Strengtl1ening Community Support Systems, describes izey elements requireci for a
community to iegaiiy participate in a state/community partnersiiip for children, famiiies, and com-
munities:

* A collaborative decision maizing bociy;
* A pian for (ieveioping compreiiensive supports and services;
* The iegai autiiority and resources needed to impiement the pian; and

. Accountabiiity measures for execution of the pian.

- & Section 4: Bui/c]ing State Government Collaboration to Support Communities: State

Council for Children and Fami/ies, iays out state government structures and roles in a partner-
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siiip for ciiii(iren, iamiiies, and communities. It introduces the state council for children and fam-

ilies, and describes the role of state government in a state/community partnership as:

* To support community pians;

* To maintain overall responsil)iiity for the weii—l:aeing and equital:aie treatment of the state’s chil-
dren and iamiiies;

*To deveiop a statewide vision, goals, and results for ciiii(iren, iamiiies, and communities;

* To coordinate state government agencies that serve Ciiil(iren, iamiiies, and communities; and

* To ensure pru(ient stewarcisiiip of state and federal funds.

It also establishes the advisory commission on children and families to provicie community input

to the council.

& Section 5: Creating a State Child and Family Fund, offers a mechanism for raising revenue
and iinancing both community and state start-up costs, and capacity—ljuiiciing for the state/com-
munity partnership.

w Section 0: Overcoming Institutional Barriers to State/Community Support Systems, de-
scribes a collaborative state/ community planning process intended to address institutional obstacles
to the new systems. The pian will include:

* A review of laws and reguiations that are incompatil:aie with community support systems;
. Development of a comprehensive management information system; and
* Provision of technical assistance and training for adminis’cra’cors, educators, and human ser-

vices proiessionals who work in collaborative community support systems.

What are the key components of the legisiation and how do they fit together?

Togetiier, the components of the iegisiation are intended to form a state/community system of services

and supports. Tiiey are designed to interact in the ioiiowing ways:

& Community support systems, which are the core elements of the state/community partnersiiip,
encompass interlinked pul)iic and private, and formal and iniormai, resources, services, and sup-
ports. Tiiey are governeci l)y broad-based community councils responsil:)ie for identiiying the needs
of and desired results for the children and families in the community, and for carrying out a pian
to attain the desired results.

& The State Council, an interagency policy ljody, develops guideiines for, and approves community
pians. The council also coordinates allocation of statewide resources to support the activities of
community support systems, and identifies and clears away unnecessary state-level institutional
barriers to the new systems. It is responsil:aie for estal)iisiiing statewide thresholds for services for
children and iamiiies, and works with communities to establish a results-based accountal:)iiity sys-

tem for the state and local communities.
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w The acivisory Commission on Children and Families provides a broad community perspective

on issues before the state council.

5 The State Child and F‘amily Fund, controlled by the state council, provides a source of non-cat-
egoricai funds to initiate the partnership, and build state and local capacity to create and manage
child and iamiiy support systems. [t may also provide funds for non—categorical services.

\What are the benefits and limitations of the sample legislation?

The sample iegisiation provides the necessary statutory framework for reiorming iinancing and gover-
nance systems for comprehensive, community support systems. However, it is important to recognize
the limits of state iegisiation. While necessary, the iegisiation itself is not sufficient for the cieveiopment
of new support systems. State law can oniy encompass those aspects of community support systems

over which states have iegal autiiority, inciuding state funds, eiigibiiity criteria, and administrative rules.

State law does not have the autiiority to cilange the iarge proportion of funds or the volumes of admin-
istrative rules governe& i)y federal law. Moreover, in community—i)ased support systems, local commu-
nities—not the state—retain the autilority'to decide how best to organize and provide services to their
residents. Legisiation can only provide authority and some incentives for communities and local juris-
dictions to both try new ways to deliver supports and services, and to build the management infra-
structure to support these reforms. Oniy in combination with community commitment, ieaciersiiip,

and collaboration will iegisiation be sufficient to i)ring about positive change.

How does federal welfare reform affect legislation for community-based compre-
hensive support systems?

The recent enactment by Congress of major federal welfare policy changes (effective October 1, 1996)
provides states with an urgent and unprecedented opportunity to reciesign their service cleiivery systems
for ciiiiclren, iamiiies, and communities. With the removal of many federal restrictions on pubiic assis-
tance programs, states may discard elements of their current categorical welfare systems and structures,

and ciesign new systems responsive to the needs of their citizens.

In exploring their options for impiementing federal poiicy changes, states may find that the sample ieg-
islation’s partnersilip between coordinated state agencies and community—i)ase(l support systems for
children and families offers a useful model for creating new state systems that meet some of the imper-
atives of the new federal welfare poiicies. Compreiiensive, community—based systems could ei{ectiveiy
i)ring together many of the services needed to assist families in attaining and maintaining economic
seli-sui:ficiency, such as increased joi) creation and the provision of job training and child care.
Moreover, faced with the prospect of capped federal funding coupied with increased demand for services,

compreilensive support systems may provide a useful means for stretciling limited resources.

39
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| Overview: The purpose of the section on legislative findings and intent. —i
| purp g g
|

HE DECLARATION of iegislative ﬁnclings and intent introduces and justifies a hill. Aitiiougii in
most cases, “intent” ianguage is not codified as state statute, it can be a poweri:ui tool to edu- ‘
cate lawmakers about the issues to be addressed and the approacii chosen for soiving the problems. j
Later, it may be used by the courts and lawmakers to iclentify the author’s purpose in carrying the
hill. The sample iegislation’s intent ianguage includes three items:
e A clescription of the probiem to be addressed by the legislation;

| A justification for ciianging the current system; and

| * A summary of proposecl solutions, which will be expiicatecl in the remainder of the

iegisiation.

The use and iengtii of a section on iegisiative finclings and intent vary Wicleiy among iegisiators and

among states. Some iegisiators use no intent ianguage at aH, preferring to educate fellow lawmak- 1
ers in other ways. Others provicle only a few lines on the purpose or clescription of the bill. We have

chosen in the sample iegisiation to provi(ie a iong intent section, which can be shortened or com-

pieteiy omitted to meet the needs of speciﬁc legislators.

)

SR - ————— N |

Building the case for a partnership. (Section 1(a})

Legisiators typicaHy are reluctant to overturn current systems and try sometiiing new. Tiiey also are
unfamiliar with the concepts uncleriying community—basecl compreiiensive support systems for children
and families. The purpose of the iegisiative ﬁnclings and intent section in the sampie legisiation is to
build the argument that the current system is not worizing ei'Eectiveiy, that children and families are fac-
ing increasingiy intractable probiems, and that a new way of provicling services and supports is needed
to address these probiems. In cleveioping the case for community-basecl support systems, the following
pointers may be useful:

1 To demonstrate the ineffectiveness of current programs serving children and famiiies, cite up-to-
date data on the conditions of children in the state, siiowing trends wherever possibie. State-spe-
cific statistics on child iieaitii, educational aciiievement, foster care placement, community vio-
ience, juvenile incarceration, teen pregnancy rates, famiiy clissoiution, etc., can be found in each
state’s eclucation, iiealtii, empioyment, and social services clata, or tiirougii Kids Count, a project

f th i dation.? If possible, include data showing that th bl !
ot the Annie E. Casey Foundation.” 1 possible, include data showing that these problems not only
hurt ciiiiclren, families, and communities, but cost the state millions of dollars in services and lost

procluctivity.

2 Kids Count is a national and state-by-state effort to track the status of children in the United States. The list of state contacts is pub-
lished annually in the Kids Count Data BaaL, and is available tl'u'ougl'i the Annie E. Casey Foun(iation, 701 St. Paul Street, Baltimore,
MD 21202; telephone 410/547-6600.
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Provide a brief explanation for why the current system is not working (see Section 1(a) (3) of
the sample legislation). The sample legislation cites:

* The ﬁagmentation and over-regulation inherent in the pletl'lora of categorical programs;

* The system’s empl'lasis on crisis intervention rather than long-term solutions; and

* The system’s failure to measure program effectiveness }Jy examining results.

Describe the basic principles underlying community-based support systems (see Sections 1(a)
(4), (5) and (6) of the sample legislation). To the extent possible, relate these principles to specif-
ic examples of promising collaborative community-})asecl programs in the state, such as family

preservation and family support, Title 1, family resource centers, etc.

List state responsibilities and actions needed to implement a new system. Policy makers must
know how the resources and programs they control will be changed by the bill (see Section 1(a) (7)
of the sample legislation).

Establishing the partnership for children and families. (Section 1 (b))

This section provicles a succinct statement of the contents of the legislation. This type of brief state-

ment is invaluable to legislators, committee staﬁ, and other readers who are trying to quickly describe

or analyze a bill.

3-8
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Overview: The purpose and content of the definitions section.

A:]EFINITIONS section of a hill is op’cional. Generally, it is used to define only those terms that
iglit be unfamiliar, con{'using to the reader, or used (ii{'feren’cly from common usage. In the
sample legisla’cion, we define only six terms. “State council,” “community,” “community council,”
and “juris(iiction, " which are relatively generic terms, are given specii:ic definitions pertinent to this
legislation. The terms “community support system” and “community contract” introduce new con-

cepts, described in greater detail in Section 3 of this gui(ie.

What is a community and how does it differ from a locality?

Altliougli a short definition of community is included in Section 2 of the sample legislation, it may be
lielp{'ul to more {'ully describe how the term is used in this instance. This legisla’cion borrows its con-
cept of community from one of The Finance Project’s internal worleing papers,3 which in turn relies
upon Bui/a]ing C’ommunity,4 l)y Jolin Gardner. As described l)y these monograplis, communities take
diverse forms. Tliey offer:

¥ A sense of common place, lrequen’cly, but not necessarily, a geograpliically coherent residential
community; the place may also be a neiglil)orliood, a rural (iistrict, a town, a scliool, a cliurcli, or

a community center;
¥ A site for common activities for worle, worsliip, e(iucation, social activities, or other {-unctions;
15 Shared core values, goals, and purposes;
15 Toleration of differences and celebration of (iiversity;
= An atmospliere of cooperation and caring;

= Open channels of effective communication among their members and between the community
and the outside worl(i;

¥ An emphasis on preserving their own identity while reachin out to play an effective role in the
p p g Y g play

larger environment; and

=2 Safe, secure environments that support the development of young people.

Using these (iescriptors, “community,” as used in the sample legislation, is broader than just a geograpli-

ic locality. In addition to “place," it connotes interpersonal ties, associations, interests, and sentiments.

3 Cl1eryl D. Hayes, “Buil(lini Strong Communities: The Role of Comprel‘lensive Support Systems and Implications for Financing."
Internal worlzing paper for The Finance Project. ]uly 1995.
]ol1n W. Garclnér, Bui/aling Community (Wasl-lington, DC: Inclepenclent Sector, 1991).
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Overview: The purpose and content of the section on community support
systems.

E.l-“HIS SECTION of the sample iegislation defines community support systems and describes the
elements required to iegaily establish community support systems authorized to offer state-
funded services. Ttiey include:
* Establishment of representative councils to pian, implement, monitor, and evaluate support
systems;
. Development of community plans based on specitic criteria; and
e Execution of community contracts negotiateci between a community council or local juris-

ciiction, and state government, which provicies the legal auttiority to enact the pian and

spenci pul)iic dollars. (

The importance of community support systems.

Based on the assumption that communities5 are best situated to icientity and meet the needs of their
resicients, community support systems comprise the core element of state/community partnerstiips for
children and families. Support systems encompass a variety of formal and informal structures,
resources, supports, and services, ranging from networks of tamiiy and friends to community and reli-
gious organizations, the business sector, and put)iic services and institutions. To the extent that these
resources and services can be intentionaiiy and purposetuily linked togettier to support families and
communities at a very local ievel, families and communities may be strengttieneci and more children

will grow up to be tiealttiy and procluctive citizens.

Delegation of power and authority: Establishing community councils. (Sections
3(b) and 3(d} (1))

Some of the most difficult issues with which policy makers must grapple in establishing community
councils are those concerned with the clelegatiOn of governmental power and auttiority. Currently, most
governmental auttiority is held either t)y general government entities such as cities and counties, which
administer a broad range of programs in limited geograptiic areas, or t)y special districts (i.e., sctiools,
transportation, water), with narrowly defined auttiority. Some states (inciuciing Calitornia, Virginia,
and Wisconsin) cieiegate signiticant auttiority to county governments that act as direct agents of the
state to administer state programs. Other states ciirectly administer state-funded programs.

Community-t)aseci support systems raise a set of new questions regarcling governmental auttiority.

5 See definition of “COmmunity" in Section 2 of this gui(ie.
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Which entities should establish community councils and approve community plans?

The answer to this question will depend iargeiy on which services and supports are expected to be
included in community pians, and which local jurisdictions are currentiy responsii)ie for their adminis-
tration. Common sense would dictate that jurisdictions that currentiy provi(ie izey services to children
and iamiiies, and that would be significantiy affected i)y a community pian, should be involved in cre-
ating the community council and approving community pians. In fact, the involvement and support
of these jurisdictions over time may be critical to the success of the community support system. In
states where counties act as agents of state government in the administration of most ileaitii, human
services, and judiciai activities, county government must be inciu(ied, as well as school districts. Other
local jurisdictions, such as cities and speciai districts responsi]aie for child and iamiiy services, should

also be involved.

What is the appropriate role for a community council? How much authority should the
council be given?

In crai'ting state iegisiation on community—i)ased support systems, poiicy makers must define the role

of the community council, and decide the extent of the co_uncii's autiiority. Various options are avail-

able. Tiley include:

15 Planning and oversight. One option is to invest the council with a planning and oversight role.
The community council would be responsi]aie for deveioping, monitoring, and evaluating a.com-
munity pian, but would deiegate the autilority to administer specific programs and spend pui)iic
funds to one or more local jurisdictions, such as a county or school (iistrict (or, if appropriate, a
state agency). Under this option, the implementing jurisdiction(s) would contract with the state
council to administer the community pian, sui)ject to formal agreeinents with the community
council. There would be no need to create alternative iegai spending autilority or administrative

mechanisms for the community council.

Poiiticaiiy, pianning and oversigiit organizations may be seen as weak, sui)ject to the power and
autiiority of the organization(s) iloiding the purse strings. In practice, however, the deptil of com-
mitment of the council’s collaborative memi)ersiiip to the community pian and the community
support system will determine its strengtii and ai)iiity to set and maintain the directions delineat-

ed in the community pian.

=3 Implementation autilority. A second option is to give the community council autilority to
impiement, as well as pian and oversee, the community pian. Legisiation could give the council,
in one of two ways, the autiiority to directiy administer programs and services included in the pian,
and to spend pui)iic funds. The community council could be given the power to execute a com-
munity contract directiy with the state council, compieteiy i)ypassing agencies currentiy ciiarged
with program administration. Aiternativeiy, the council could negotiate agreements with the local

or state agencies to “pass—tiiougii" specific funds and responsii)iiities to the council.
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Implementation authority would confer substantial power on the community council, but also may
require estal)lishing legal and administrative mechanisms, such as joint powers agreements, to carry
out the community plan. Politicaﬂy, giving community councils implementation authori‘cy runs
the risk of l)eing characterized as l)uilding another layer of government in competition with exist-
ing agencies. However, increased autonomy of the council would not expand bureaucratic systems.
Instead, it would allow greater freedom to create new, potentially more effective systems to serve
the community, moving community-l)uilding away from top-down agency controlled activities to

l)ottom-up activities, allowing local design and operation.

Selection and membership of community council. (Section 3(c))
How should the community council be selected?
There are various ways to select members of a community council. They include:

¥ Appointments l)y the jurisdiction(s) estal)lishing the community council, with nominations from
the various groups represented on the council. This process is relatively quiclz and inexpensive, but
runs the risk of appointing members who are not committed to the concepts of community-l)ased

support systems.

= Election l)y the community to be represented l)y the council. If this option is chosen, procedures

for the election should be included in the hill.

Should the council include public- or private-service providers who might influence deci-
sions concerning services they provide?

A]though the sample legislation includes providers, there are strong opinions on both sides of the inclu-
sion issue, as well as different traditions in various states. Some argue that providers frequently have
the best lznowledge of the population to be served, and can offer experience and insight on how services
can best be provided. It is claimed that potential conflicts of interest can be avoided l)y having coun-
cil members declare possil)le conflicts of interest and excusing themselves from related votes. Others
argue that any council with authori‘cy over funding decisions should categorically exclude providers,
because they are unable to make ol)jective decisions: experience and expertise can be provided l)y cus-
tomers and policy makers. In practice, many councils include a balance of providers and non-providers,

with a majority of non-providers.
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Community plans. (Section 3(d))

The overall oi)jectives of a community pian are to:
* Identiiy desired outcomes or results for children and families iiving ina speciiic community;
* Devise strategies for acilieving those results;
* Identiiy the resources to be used—inciuding pui)iic and private funds, formal services, and
informal supports; and

* Determine whether the pian accomplished its oi)jectives.

Should legislation restrict the breadth of plans?

The sampie iegisiation is written to permit community councils to focus their efforts on virtuaily any
set of results or outcomes pertaining to children and families, and to cieveiop strategies of any size or
scope to meet these results. Essentially, any state‘-supported service can be included in the pian; any
iunding stream aimed at children and families can be i)iended; and broad cilanges in program admin-
istration and eiigibiiity can be identified. The breadth of services and administrative ﬂexii)iiity includ-
ed in the iegisiation allows community councils to select whatever results best fit and are most impor-
tant to their community. The breadth could also allow councils to deveiop iar-reaciling strategies that
will signiiicantiy ciiange service deiivery, and permit broad-based support systems that target commu-

nity results and support iamiiy and community empowerment.
What are the practical limitations to plans?

While the breadth of the sampie iegisiation allows community councils to undertake wide—ranging
reiorms, one should not assume that the broad scope will necessarily lead to broad-based community
pians. So far at least, experience with broad enai)iing iegisiation in California and elsewhere has shown

far more limited results, due to a variety of factors:

& Federal and state restrictions. Federal regulations and match requirements that restrict the use
of state funds may preciude the ai)iiity to signiiicantiy blend funciing or ciiange eiigii)iiity and
admiinistrative requirements. Unless and until federal programs and funding requirements are
ciianged i)y block grants or broader waiver autiiority, local and state ﬂexii)iiity will be limited.
Simiiariy, a pietiiora of state rules and practices must be ciianged before fuil-scaie community sup-

port systems can be accommodated i)y state government structures.

w Difficulties inherent in collaborative agreements. Broadiy inclusive pians are the result of
broad agreements among agencies that administer funds under well-understood rules. Particuiariy
in the eariy stages of i)uiid_ing community councils and community pians, it is very difficult to reach
agreements on spending scarce resources in new and different ways, especiauy when accountai)iiity

and compiiance rules are in the process of i)eing ciiangeci. Most councils start with very limited
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changes—o{-lzen Only involving “new money"—for only a few services aclclressing well-defined, lim-
ited populations. These councils plan to expand their plans and services gradually, contingent on

success with their limited first steps.

& Limited experience. Expertise is developed over time. Currently, most policy makers and admin-
istrators have re]atively little experience with creating new and comprehensive funcling, adminis-
tration, and service systems. Moreover, few communities have resources to devote to the creation

of large new systems. Most communities decide to start small.

Limitihg the scope of community plans.

An alternate approach to a broad-based statute is to limit the focus of community plans and state sup-
port 1)y requiring a community to focus on speci{:ic popu]ations, or 1)y limiting a community to its
choice of one or more broad outcomes. This more limited approach permits state agencies to concen-
trate efforts around a few areas of statewide concern, rather than attempting to responcl to multip]e
communities with a wide range of needs. For example, North Carolina’s Smart Start initiative aims
speci{:icaﬂy at improving the health, education, and we]l-l)eing of children under the age of six, and
Washington’s Community Public Health and Safety Networks targets youth. lowa's cle-categorization

program focuses on reclucing out-of-home placement for children and youth.

How legislation can give communities flexibility to try new approaches to service delivery.
(Flexibility through community contracts.) (Section 3(f))

A lzey function of legislation creating state/community support systems is to permit communities to
experiment with programs, standards, £uncling rules, e]igil)ility criteria, and administrative proceclures
that differ from current state law. Several statutory options to give communities this ﬂexibility are

available:

=3 “Notwit}lstanding" language. This language, frequent]y used in bills and statutes, allows excep-
tions to speci{:ic or broad existing statutes. California’s Assemlaly Bill 1741 creating the Youth
Pilot Program, for example, used “notwithstanding” language very broadly to allow six counties to
blencl funds and changé administrative restrictions. However, the mechanism did not worle; state
agencies found the language to be overly vague, potentia]ly sul)jecting them to court chaﬂenge on
any change made to existing statutes. As a result, the statute was later amended to permit greater

use of state waivers.

= Waiver proceclures. To the extent that existing statutes permit waivers, waiver proceclures can be

cleve]opecl to permit communities to request exceptions to regu]ations, rules, or statutes. However,

waiver processes are limited (for the most part) to rules and regulations, rather than statutes. For -

example, West Virginia’s Governor’s Cabinet on Children and Families has broad authority to

waive any rules or regulations that “impede coordinated service delivery,” and Minnesota’s intera-
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gency Children’s Cabinet is ciiarged with assisting local collaboratives in oi)taining waivers from
state or federal reguiations that impede impiementation of local pians. While waiver procedures
are useful, tiiey may prove onerous. Tiiey typicaiiy put the burden of researci'iing individual waiv-
er requests on local communities, which rareiy have the resources, time, or expertise to undertake
such tasks.

= Repeal of state law. In the iong run, repeai of specitic sections of state law that present obsta-
cles to impiementation of community pians will be necessary. For the present, however, with each
community tocusing on different outcomes, services, and populations, there is no way to identity

the sections of laws that should generaiiy be repeaied.

=3 Neg'otiated contracts. The sample iegisiation uses a negotiated contract to allow communities or
jurisdictions responsii)ie for pian impiementation to come to a iegai agreement with their state,
specitying each party’s duties and oi)iigations for pian implementation. Instead of requiring com-
munities to specity waivers, negotiated contracts can oi)iigate the state to find iegai ways to permit
flexible tunding and program administration. Negotiated contracts can also specity sanctions or
pians for corrective actions up to and inciuding contract revocation or non-renewal if contract con-

ditions are not met.

Savings and other incentives. (Section 3(g))

What incentives are available to encourage communities to develop comprehensive sup-
port systems?

Poiicy makers who wish to encourage communities to deveiop compreiiensive support systems can build

incentives into iegisiation. The sampie iegisiation includes four expiicit incentives:

15 Flexible use of funds. Permission to shift funds to better meet specitic community needs has
strong appeai for local poiicy makers and program administrators. As an exampie, the incentive
created i)y flexible fund use is an important component of Virginia's Compreiiensive Services Act,

which folded eigiit categoricai grant programs into a singie pooi.

15 Permission to Cilang'e administrative rules and elig'it)ility standards. Many communities
chafe under rules that are designed to address a whole state, but rareiy fit any one community.
Permitting greater freedom in program design and administration—a critical feature of enal)iing
statutes such as lowa’s Decategorization Statute and Ohio’s Famiiy and Children First Statute—

has encouraged communities to initiate local pianning processes.

1% Retention of savings. Aliowing communities to retain savings realized from more efficient use
of tunds, rather than to return them to the state at the end of each fiscal year, provides tunding to
further community pians for children and families. West Virginia uses this strategy, permitting any
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savings resulting from coordination of programs and services by Family Resource Networks to be

re-invested in child and family services.

& New money. Small amounts of funds for start-up and capacity-l)uilding grants are included in
the sample legislation. Often even small amounts of “seed money” will tip the balance toward mov-
ing in new directions. This strategy is l)eing used in North Carolina’s Smart Start program, which
provides grant funds to counties on a competitive basis to fund a broad range of educational and

support services for children under six years of age.
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Overview: The state governments role in the partnership.

THIS SECTION of the sampie iegisiation describes the state government role in the partnership.
Tt creates both a collaborative council composecl of representatives of both the executive branch
(the governor or his/her designee, and state officials responsible for child and family services) and
the iegisiative branch of government, and a citizens’ acivisory commission. The council has four
major responsii)iiities.
e The first three involve poiicy cleveiopment, to:
- Deveiop and recommend a statewide agencla incorporating a new results-based account-
ai)iiity system for ciiiiciren, iamiiies, and communities;
~ Devise a pian for state agencies to work with communities to achieve the goais of the
state agencla and community pians; and
~ Recommend a process for developing a state child and iamiiy i)uclget.
* The fourth responsibility requires both poiicy cleveiopment and impiementation, to:

~ EBvaluate, approve, and monitor community pians.

Aitiiougii all of the functions are integrai and essential components of the partnersiiip, each repre-
sents a significant ciiange in the ways that state government traciitionaiiy governs and i)ucigets for
human services. Bach requires a significant commitment of staff time and energy, and may be prac-
ticaiiy and poiiticaiiy difficult to impiement. For that reason, states will need to move carefuiiy and
siowiy in initiating these activities. Tiiey may choose to gracluaiiy piiase in the four functions to
ensure that state poiicy makers are not overwhelmed i)y the magnitucle of the effort.

Why is state government given a strong role in the partnership?

A strong state role is necessary to:
* Coordinate state agency impiementation of approvecl community pians;
* Remove state barriers to the plans;
* Maintain statewide quality thresholds for services; and

* Ensure oversigiit over state funds.

Aitiiougii Section 3 of the sampie iegisiation authorizes communities to blend funds and propose pro-
ram and administrative chan es, these changes will prove difficult to execute without a state structure

g g g P

promoting interagency cooperation. State government ieaciersiiip is also necessary to remove or mod-

iiy institutional barriers iiizeiy to constrain community pians, such as categoricai state i)uclgets or stan-

dardized reporting requirements.

30

The Finance Project 3-17



Although ﬂexil)ility 1s necessary to the success of community plans, state government has the ol)liga-
tion to balance this ﬂexil)ility with concerns for equity and the protection of health, safety, and indi-
vidual rights. The state must also ensure access to a minimum level of services for all citizens, and
maintain minimum standards for health, safety, and well—l)eing. Moreover, the state must work close-

ly with communities to coordinate community and state goals and results.

\ho should be in charge at the state level? (Section 4(a))

The state role may be carried out in a variety of ways. Three options are a high—level policy council,

the governor's office, ora ciepartment of child and family services.

=3 Policy council. The option selected for the sample leg'islation, the state council for children and
families, is a high—level policy acivisory council composeci of state agency heads responsil)le for child
and family services (eclucation, health, social services, juvenile justice, etc.) and legislative repre-
sentatives. Particularly if chaired l)y the governor, a council can provicie an effective forum for pol—
icy discussion among participants with different points of view, and a strong impetus for policy
implementation l)y members of the council. The ciisacivantage of policy councils is that they usu-
ally do not have direct authority to execute decisions. They must rely upon the governor, legisla-

ture, or inciiviciuai agencies——each which may have its own agencia—to implement policy.

& Department of child and family services. Authority for the state role in the partnership may
also be placed in a consolidated state agency responsible for key programs for children and fami-
lies, such as eciucation, health, social services, and juvenile justice. This configuration Increases
both the ease of policy mal:aing and the likelihood that policies to promote comprehensive child and

' family support systems will be implementeci, since ~they are internal to one agency. However, there
are several pitfalls to this approach. Depenciing on the size of the state l)ureaucracy, as well as con-
stitutional provisions for separately elected state superintencients of eciucation, it may not be feasi-
ble to consolidate many functions under one roof. Key agencies may be left out of state policy
mal:aing on child and family services. In any case, state agency reorganization can cause major

practical and political headaches.

% Governor's office. A third option is to manage the state initiative through the governor’s office.
While it is extreme]y valuable to have the leaciership and authority of the governor's office, two
prol)lems may arise. First, legislators and other elected officials such as the superintencient of edu-
cation and the attorney general may not participate in programs led and owned solely l)y the gov-
ernor, due to political differences. Seconci, if the initiative is exclusively identified with one gover-
nor, it may not become aciequately institutionalized. There is then a cianger of state collaborative
initiatives faciing away when a new governor comes into office with new icieas, eager to ciistinguish

his/her actions from a preciecessor’s.
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How should the state council be led and what are its staffing needs?

Whether the state council is chaired l)y the governor or l)y another individual, strong ieadership is crit-
ical. In order to implement a unifie(i, collaborative state pdiicy agen(ia for children and famiiies, the
council should operate on a consensus model. Skilled lea(iersiiip is needed to work tiirougii the diffi-
culties inherent in collaborative decision maizing. Attention must also be pai(i to naming a respecte(i
and credible lead agency or individual to take responsibility for estal)iisiiing reguiar meetings, setting
the agen(ia, recor(iing decisions, and, most importantly, monitoring the implementation of policy deci-
sions. Equally important is adequate, iznowie(igeal)le staff to carry out council functions. Staff may
be assigne(i (iirectiy to the state council or loaned to it l)y participating agencies.

\Who should be included on the state council? (Section 4(b))

A rule of thumb for mem}Jersiiip on.the state council is that state officials should be included if:
(1 Their programs and funds are liizeiy to be included in community piaris for compreiiensive
services and supports; or
2) Tiiey are responsil)ie for overall state administrative activities or l)u(iget activities that could

be affected either l)y community pians or }Jy the statewide agen(ia for children and families.

In most states, members would inclu(ie, at a minimum, state officials responsil)ie for pul)lic e(iucation,
health and welfare, juveniie justice, economic and empioyment (ievelopment, housing, transportation,

and state administration and finance. Legisiators or local representatives may also be participants.

=3 Legislators. State tradition and poiitics will prol)al)iy determine whether legislators should par-
ticipate as council members. In some states, councils sponsore(i l)y the executive branch—such as
in Wasiiington's Family Poiicy Council and Marylan(i's Governor’s Task Force on Children Youth
and Families System Reform——expiicitly include iegisiators, usuaHy as non-voting members. These
states find that inciu(iing iegisiators in collaborative poiicy decisions helps them move authoriza-
tions and appropriations tiirougii their state legisiatures. In other states, legisiators are not includ-
ed, due to traditions of compiete separation between the executive and legisiative branches of gov-
ernment, lack of trust preventing honest discussion between legisiators and state administrators, or

partisan poiitics.

& Public or community members. State practice may also determine whether community mem-
bers serve on policy malzing councils. Private citizens, and business and community representa-
tives reguiariy participate on policy councils in some states, }Jringing a local perspective not shared
l)y state administrators. In other states, private citizens do not normaiiy serve on paneis with
authority for spen(iing pul)lic funds. If pu}Jiic members are not included in the state council, how-
ever, it is extremeiy important to obtain community and pul)iic perspective either tiirougii a citi-
zens’ a(ivisory commission to the state council, as in the sample iegisiation, or througli some other

continuing process.
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What is a statewide agenda for children and families, and what is its purpose?
(Section 4(c) (1))°

The purpose of a statewide agenda for children and families is to determine what results the citizens of
a state want for their children and £amilies, and then to map out a plan to measure the results. Most
p p
programs, services, and supports currently do not gather information on their outcomes. State and
local programs for children and families are evaluated primaril by measuring program inputs, such as
prog p y oy g prog p
how many units of service are of{ered, by whom they are of{ered, and for how long. The statewide agen-
y y y g g
da establishes new accountability criteria that emphasize the results of services, such as healthier chil-
y p

dren, school readiness, or safe communities.

The agenda for children and families:
* Establishes a common overall vision for the state’s children and families (Step One);
* Identifies a set of desired results (outcomes) for children and families (Step Two); and
* Qutlines a process for communities and state agencies to identi£y indicators of results and per-

formance measures (Step Three).y’ 8

& Step One: Creating a statewide vision for children and families.
A vision statement provides a succinct declaration of a state’s overall goals for its children, fami-
lies, and communities. It creates the conceptual framework for a new policy agenda. The sim-
plicity of these one- or two-paragraph statements belies the di{-[—iculty of coming to agreement in
crafting them. It is not unusual for consensus on the vision statement to take time and care{ul,

thoughtful negotiation.

i e
. & The state of Nebraska developed the following vision for its Partnership for Health and
' Human Services:

i
i
i
]
H

* Each Nebraskan will have a quality of life that reflects safety, self-sufficiency, respect,
health and well-being, and opportunities for maximum participation through new part-
nerships between the state and local communities.

The statewide agenda may be directed cither ])y the state council, in conjunction with the advisory commission on children and families,
7 of ])y other organizations.
Deve]opment of a statewide vision, results, and benchmarks or indicators for children and families is a complex process that cannot be fully
described here. We offer only a few l'ligl'lligl'lt& Please see the “Additional Resources” section of this document (Ta]) 5) for recommenda-
tions of other materials.
The terminologies of results-based accounta])ility are replete with definitional confusion. There are no standard definitions of results or
outcomes, indicators, benchmarks, or performance measures, and states are using a variety of language to describe these concepts. To l’lelp
states sort out appropriate terminology and initiate results-based accounta])ility systems, The Finance Project is developing a guide to per-
formance measurement, which will be produced in winter, 1996.

Q
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= Step Two: Identi{'ying' expected results.

The second step in the agenda is to agree upon the most important broad, statewide expected
results, or outcomes. These results follow clirectly from the vision statement.

O The following statewide results for children and families were developed by the Georgia
Policy Council for Children and Families, and adopted by state legislation:

* Improved child health: healthy children.

* Improved child development: children ready for school.

* Improved school success: children succeeding in school.

* [mproved family functioning: strong families.

* Improved family economic self-sufficiency.

15 Step Three: Identifying’ indicators and performance measures.
For each broad result, there may be many different factors, or indicators, that can be measured to
show whether the broad result is loeing met.

! O If “improved child health” was chosen as a statewide result or outcome, some of the indi- f
cators might include: ‘
* An increased number and rate of healthy babies born at full-term and normal birth-

weight. E
* A reduction in preventable childhood disease. l
* An increased number of families with health insurance. |
* Fewer teen suicides. i

- - [ . - e e s U |

Performance measures capture or reflect the contribution to the indicators made by public (or pri-
vate) agencies. They may include measures of both the quality and quantity of resources devoted

to a program (inputs), as well as the proclucts and services (outputs) of the agency.

O Performance measures related to the indicator listed above regarding increased healthy
births might include: _

. * The number of pregnant women seen in a neighborhood clinic.

!« Percentage of women entering care in the first trimester.

J * Percentage of women applying for prenatal care seen within three weeks.

* Percentage of live births to clinic patients that are low birthweight.

* Percentage {or number) of pregnant women receiving counseling on medication issues.

54
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State agencies and communities will find that they place differing priorities on indicators and per-
g Y P gp p
formance measures, based on individual community needs and conditions, or the mission of an

~agency. There are many ways to achieve and measure results. The Cl’laHEng of a statewide agen-
da is to establish l)roadly Supported results and then provide adequate ﬂexil)ility to communities to
pursue and measure those results in ways best suited to their circumstances. State and local gov-
ernment officials; community council representatives; parents; community, business, K-12 and
hig}ler education leaders; and organizations that support families should all be included in the
effort. Their inclusion may be orchestrated t}lroug}l local pul)lic meetings or hearings, joint meet-

ings of the state council and the advisory commission, etc.

[ s e e e e e

i O The Minnesota Milestones initiative offers a vision and process to guide Minnesota pol-7

icy for the next 30 years. Over 10,000 citizens participated in public meetings to define their t
vision of Minnesota in the year 2020. Their responses were compiled by the state Planning
Department into 5 main principles, 20 broad goals, and 79 specific milestones. The
Children’s Report Card gathers and reports county-by-county data on 21 indicators related
to the milestones concerning children, including poverty, school dropouts, and runaways.
In addition, the Childrens Cabinet, composed of state agencies with jurisdiction over chil-
dren, takes responsibility for attaining the milestones relating to children. Each agency is |
responsible for developing strategies for the milestones related to its mission. Minnesota has
also developed a Performance and Outcome Reporting and Monitoring System.
Performance measures are incorporated into annual Performance Reports.

|
1
|
1 O Vermont issues an annual report on “The Social Health Status of Vermonters” that shows }
; performance data for the state in eight categories: citizen well-being, including families and |

children; teens; public health; economic security; education; the elderly; safety/crime/cor- j
rections; and people with physical or mental disabilities. Statewide 10-year trend data are |
presented for more than half of these indicators. In addition, in 1995, the Agency of Human
Services and the Department of Education jointly issued a set of Community Profiles that pro- {
vides information on education and health status for every school district in the state. l

]

Alt}lough community input is essential, the development of state and community results, indicators,
and performance measures must also be hased on ongoing research and data collection. In order for
results and per{ormance measures to be meaning£ul, data collection systems must be estal)lis}led,g and
baseline information collected for leey results, indicators, and measures. A start toward identifying
these data has been made t}lroug}l a few national, state, and local efforts such as Kids Count and the
impressive Pro][f/es of Los Ange/es County. However, relatively few states and communities currently col-
lect data on results. The capacity to collect and share data must be developecl over time. In the mean-
time, states such as Oregon and Texas that are estal)lis}ling results-based acclountal)ility systems have
pragmatically used whatever data t}ley have available to develop indicators and performance measures,

and have worked to gradually increase their data capacity.

9 See Section 6 of this guidc.
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How are state agencies coordinated? (Section 4(c) (2))

The primary role of the state council is to develop and maintain community support systems, and to

establish correlated goals. The second major role of the state council is to coordinate state agency

involvement in the partners}lip. Ongoing collaboration among agencies 1s needed to develop procedures

to resolve cross-agency issues raised l)y community plans and the statewide agen(la for children and fam-

ilies. Agencies will also have to work out leaders}lip, sta{{ing, and l)udget issues:

* How much time, resources and staff from each agency should be devoted to council activities?

* Who should take the lead on various tasks?

* How are joint decisions to be made?

Consistent, coordinated work will also be required to gradua]ly shift from categorical program man-

agement to results-based accountal)ility.

\What role does results-based budgeting
play in creating comprehensive supports
and services for children and families?
(Section 4{c) (3))

The state l)udget is prol)al)]y the most important po]—
icy-setting tool in state government. In practical
terms, the distribution of funds virtual]y always dic-
tates state priorities and practices. As long as the
majority of state and federal funds for child and fam-
ily services are l)udgeted in a categorical fas}lion,
compre}lensive services and supports will remain an
a{‘tert}loug}lt to the heavi]y funded “mainstream”

categorical programs.

In order to c}lange this emp}lasis, the sample legisla—
tion provides for the state council, in collaboration
with communities, to develop a process to move
away from categorical l)udgeting towards results-
based l)udgeting. This responsil)ili’ty is based on ini-
tiatives in several states to institute performance

(results)—l)ased l)udgeting.lo

Arizona requires all state agencies to develop
three-year strategic plans with performance mea-
sures. Regular program reviews will be conduct-
ed to determine whether programs should be
retained, eliminated, or modified.

Oregon has devised a process in which each
state agency tracks program funding by the
benchmarks (results) established by the state. The
intention is that state budget allocations eventu-
ally will be based on agency and community per-
formance in meeting the benchmarks. At the
local level, Oregons Multnomah County is cur-
rently farthest along in implementing the new
performance-based budgeting system.

@ In Texas, state agencies select performance
measures that are used by the Legislative Budget
Board and the Governors Office to make annual
budget recommendations.

1

0 More information on these initiatives and on per{ormance-};ased l)u(]geting for child and family services is availahle from two Finance

Project papers: A Strategy Map for Results-Based Buc[geh’ng: Moving from neory to Practice, }Jy Mark Friedman, and a guide to per{or-
mance measurement, (]ue to l)e released winter, 1996 Anotl*xer exce“ent resource from the Center for the Study of Social Policy is tl1e
draft paper From Outcomes to Buc{gets: An Approacll to Outcome Based Buc{geh’ng for Fami/y and Children's Services.

5 6 The Finance Project 3-23




How does the state council interact with community support systems? (Evaluating,
monitoring, and approving community plans.) (Section 4(c} (4})

In many ways, this section of the sample legislation is similar to any legislation laying out state respon-
sibilities for locally administered programs. The state:

* Sets up parameters for community plans;

* Provides state data to enable local planning;

* Approves plans that meet the guictelines;

* Establishes sanctions for communities that deviate from state standards and guictelines;

* Monitors program compliance;

¢ Allocates start-up Jruncts; and

* Provides for evaluation.

The similarities to standard state legislation, l'iowever, are somewhat misleacling. In state/community
partnersl'iips, state agency responsi]ailities for evaluating and monitoring local plans will involve new and

complex ways of managing programs and funds. A few are described below.

1w Collaborative multiple agency involvement. Most community plans, in order to meet identi-
fied results and implement strategies, will rely on funds and programs from more than one state
agency. The state council, tl'ieretore, must establish and institutionalize collaborative procectures
among all the ctepartments affected l)y the conimunity plans for:
. Development of plan guictelines;
* Negotiations with communities;
* Plan approval;
* Data collection; and
* Other activities.

2 Community ﬂexil)ility rather than standardized programs. Traditional categorical programs
were standardized as one-size-fits-all; little local t]exilaility was permittect. Community plans, how-
ever, will be ctesignect to meet local priorities, fit citizens’ needs, and achieve desired results. Ttiey
will vary wiclely. State agencies will have to actapt program and Jruncting management procectures to
allow greater t]exil)ility. In some cases, laws may have to be cl'iangect. Agency staff will also have
to l—igure out how to deal ei-ficiently with plans that differ wictely one from another. During the
transition from categorical to compretiensive services, provisions will have to be made to aclapt cur-
rent programs to community plans. The establishment of minimum standards of services to ensure
equity of services will also have to be explorect', in order to maintain integrity and oversigl'it for state

goals and results.

1w Federal waivers. With the empl'iases on local ﬂexi]aility and results-based accounta]aility that come
with these state/community partnersl'iips, there are lilzely to be increased numbers of requests for
cl'ianges in regulations governing federal programs and their Jruncting. State agency staff may find

themselves either (1) spencting signiticant time explaining to community representatives federal

o o7
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waiver rules and regula’cions, and the laws that underlie federal funcling, or (2) actuaHy unciergoing
the rigorous, time-consuming, frustrating process of seeleing federal waivers. States will have to
Weig}i the value of ﬂexil)ility and state alternatives to federal waivers with the clif{iculty (ancl often
impossil)ility) of ol)taining those waivers. (However, as federal block grants are l)ecoming law, such
as in the welfare reform overhaul—the Personal Responsil)ility and Work Opportunity

Reconciliation Act of 1996—there is less need to pursue federal waivers.)

1w New compliance, evaluation, and accountability mechanisms. In addition to assessing
whether pul)lic funds have been spent pruciently and appropriately, agencies will have to learn how
to evaluate program effectiveness 1)y examining the results of state and community supports and
services. State agencies, in collaboration with communities, will have to clesign new compliance
and evaluation proceciures that promote better results, ensure program quality, and still guarci

against fraud.

& Limited expertise. Ait}ioug}i many communities and states are starting to build results-based,
comprehensive, community support systems, t}iey have mainly had to learn 1)y cloing. Current
management experience is based on the administration of categorical programs and funcling. Few
community or state agency leaders have expertise in lauilcling new systems of services and supports,
particularly ones that compre}iensively responcl to community needs. There is a great need to cap-
ture existing state and local lenowieclge, and use it to benefit others. States and communities will
benefit from worleing toget}ier to iclentify lenowleclgeal)le individuals and create a technical assis-
tance network to heip build both state and community capacity to manage the planning and admin-

istration of community support systems.

\Why involve the state council in advocacy and communication?

Many state administrators are uncomfortable with the role of aclvocacy. T}iey believe that their prop-
er role is program aclministration, and t}iey leave acivocacy to legislators, loi)i)yists, and the governor’s
office. The acivocacy role included in the sample legislation recognizes that the state council must
actively promote changes to state and federal laws that constrain the cievelopment of flexible, commu-
nity—l)asecl child and family support systems. Without education and encouragement to pursue alter-
natives to inflexible categorical programs, lawmakers are unlileely to promote legislation that will pro-
vide either the ﬂexii)ility or the results-based accountal)ility upon which community-l)asecl support sys-

tems are ciepenclent.

The sample legisla’cion involves the state council not only in advocacy, but also in pul)lic communica-
tion. Extensive communication is essential to promote the cievelopment of community support sys-
tems, and to remain accountable to communities for the results of services supportecl l)y pul)lic and pri-

vate resources.
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\What is the purpose of a commission on children and families? (Section 4(d))

Community input from local government, community and religious leaders, the business community,
education oiﬁciais, and the generai pui)iic is critical to the success of the partnership at the state level.
The sampie iegisiation, recognizing the practices of many states, does not include citizen representa-
tives on the state council. Instead, local citizen input and the community perspective are proviclecl i)y
a separate commission on children and families. (If citizen participation is included on the state coun-
cil, a separate acivisory commission may not be neeciecl.) In order to give the commission aciequate
stature and creclii)iiity with the state council, the sampie iegisiation requires that ti1e commission meet
reguiariy and pui)iiciy, both to advise the state council, and to review and comment on the state coun-
cil’s recommendations before the recommendations are released. In aclclition, commitment to the com-
mission is demonstrated through provision of a i)uciget, an executive clirector, and an office. Details on

the specii:ic composition of the commission and its other duties can vary from state to state.
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Overview: The origin and purpose of a state child and family fund.

THIS SECTION of the sampie iegisiation lays out financing options and uses for the state child
and famiiy fund. The purpose of the state child and family fund is to provicie:
* A source of non-categoricai monies to serve as incentives for communities to cleveiop com-
preiiensive support systems for children and families; and
* A dedicated iunciing source for state and local start-up and capaci’cy-i)uilciing.

The sampie legisiation calls for the state child and famiiy fund to be financed i)y redirecting a por-
tion of existing monies for child and family services. Aclciitionaiiy, states may collect and appropri-
ate new i:uncls, or expanci the use of other funds. As the partnersiiip matures, to the extent that cat-
egoricai monies are graciuaiiy repiaceci i)y more Comprehensive blended i:uncls, states may choose to
allocate an increasingiy iarger portion of their l)uclgets for direct services to the child and famiiy
fund. The resources of the fund can then be distributed to communi’cy-l)asecl support systems.

The rationale and political perils of a child and family fund.

Estai)iisiiing any new fund for child and famiiy services should be approaciieci cautiously. In recent
years, state legisiatures, faced with the ciiaiienges of l)aiancing their ljucigets, have been more inclined
to cut child and family services than to establish new line items. Too often, iegisiators, governors, and
even state i)uciget officials have Oniy a vague idea about overall spenciing patterns for the millions of
dollars ljucigeteci for the hundreds of fecierai, state, and local categoricai programs for child and famiiy
services, administered tiirougii muitipie state agencies. Tiiey also have little iznowiecige of how much
is spent for services and how much for program administration. Without these data, it is difficult to
jucige the al)iiity of current ijucigets to supporf the iegitimate needs of children and families. Many ieg-
islators tend to focus on program inefficiencies, and then tiiey use their iznowiecige of inefficiencies to

justify cuts in i:unciing.

In order to convince iegisiators and other poiicy makers about the value of a child and family i:uncl, the
need for non-categoricai funds should be documented. One strategy is to prepare summary i)uciget data
that capture existing spenciing for children and families across agencies and programs i)y broad categories
such as eciucation, iieaitii, child weifare, ete. If possiijie, this i)uciget data should include estimates of
the percentage of overall administrative expenses allocated to provicie the services. Administrative inef-
ficiencies and Overiaps identified in current spenciing patterns are iiieeiy to go far in maizing the case for
provicling non-categoricai state dollars to support a resuits-i)asecl, compreiiensive, communi’cy-focuseci

service system.

Once poiicy makers are persuacieci that a fund is necessary, tiiey must be persuacleci to aciequateiy finance
it. The partnersiiip, like any new initiative, will require money. Dedicated i:uncling is needed for:
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. Planning;

¢ Coordination activities;

* Technical assistance;

. Development of state and local accounta]aility and data systems; and

* Support for the state council and the commission on children and families.

In planning the pl—lasecl implementa’cion of the partnersl'lip, the start-up costs for new systems (for com-
munity plan clevelopment and approval, accounta]aili’ty, performance—]aasecl ]auclgeting, data collection,
etc.) should be care{uuy considered to determine the amount of dollars to be placecl in the fund cluring
the first and succeecling years. Strategicauy, it is usuaHy easier to start small. Legislators often have
less trouble supporting small olaligations of funds than large ones.

As more efficient state/local systems are clevelopecl, the percentage of the state child and family fund
needed to administer the partnersl'lip should decrease. The total amount of money in the funcl, how-
ever, is 1ileely to increase su]astantiauy over time as support builds for the partnersl'lip and as more

money from categorical programs is rechanneled into blended funds.

Establishing a fund. (Section 5(b))

Money talks. To a large extent, the crecli]aility of the partnersl'lip will be juclgecl by how and to what
extent it is funded. Fincling relia]ale, steacly revenue sources to finance a child and family JEuncl, how-

ever, is a difficult task. Some options include:

e e ——— - ———— & Redirection of existing funds. The sample leg-
The Maryland Systems Reform Initiative islation does not assume that there will be any
directs the state interagency Subcabinet for | “new money” to fund partnership activities. It
Children, Youth and Families to establish a fund
that includes all state funds for out-of-home care
and for services that prevent out-of-home place-
ments. The fund is designated to facilitate intera- |
gency planning and the shifting of resources from
out-of-home care to prevention.

directs the 1egislature to re-allocate a portion of
existing funds for programs for child and family
services into the state child and family fund.

This approacl'l requires state agency directors

aclministering child and family services Or pro-
grams to unclergo the pain{ul process of cliverting

limited funds to the new system. Commitment

|
i
1 B Virginias Comprehensive Services Act folds

eight categorical programs into a single pool, of these leaders to results-based community sup-
| which is distributed among the counties based on port systems will be important for the success of
i their populations of children in need of multiple this funding strategy. Moreover, selection of
. services. Community Policy and Management funds to be diverted is also critical. Depending
Teams may use most of the funds in whatever | on how the child and family fund is defined, state
way they choose, although some funds must be funds could be used imaginatively to draw down

used to reduce the use of residential care facilities.

additional federal JEuncls, or the utilization of fed-
e e ] eral funds could be precluclecl altogether.
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i New revenue. In most states, the mere sugges-
tion of new taxes or fees is political anathema.
Some states, however, have raised taxes, or devel-
ope& special taxing districts to raise new revenue

dedicated to {-uncling services for children.

& Earmarked {‘unding’. Many states dedicate
existing or new funds for child and family ser-
vices.!! Programs may be financed ]3y creating or
raising fees on related services, such as registra-
tion or licensure of child care proviclers, or hirth
or marriage certificates. In addition, more cre-
ative, voluntary options have been employecl,
such as contributions from income tax “check-

offs,” or fees for special license plates.

Although they are intended to be relatively
“painless" ways to raise money, earmarked fund-
ing sources have several clisaclvantages. First,
dedicated {'uncling sources limit the discretion
and Hexi]nili’ty of governors and legislatures to
utilize state funds where they are most needed.
Moreover, revenues bhased on voluntary contribu-
tions may vary wiclely from year to year, as citi-
zens change their spentling preferences. Finally,
special or earmarked funds may lead to compla—
cency on the part of policy makers, who may
believe that once an earmarked {'uncling source

has been esta]nlishecl, the need for {-uncling a par-

ticular service has been met in perpetuity.

Uses for the state child and family fund:
A rationale for allocating funds.

The sample legislation permits the child and family
fund to be used to:
* Fund community start-up and capacity-

builcling grants;

In states heavi]y constrained l)y constitutional or statutory tax an
fee limits, earmarlzing fumling streams may be one of the few viable
options to raise new money.

)
'
i

0 In the mid-1980s, Florida enacted legislation to
permit local communities to create special taxing
districts to finance special services for children
and their families. Special taxing districts have
been established by Palm Beach and Pinellas
Counties to plan, coordinate, fund, and evaluate
programs to address the needs of children.
Funding comes from an ad valorem tax assess-
ment of up to one-half mill {$0.50 per $1000) of
non-exempt valuation on the local property tax.

O The Kentucky Education Reform Act, which
revamped the states entire education system,
instituted a minimum property tax rate for all local
education agencies (LEAs), and permitted LEAS to
increase their property tax rate above the mini-
mum level and to impose taxes on local utilities.
The statute also increased the sales tax by one
percent.

O California’s Proposition 98, passed by state vot-
ers in 1988, dedicates approximately 40% of the
state general fund to education, including many
child care and development programs. California
raises additional funds for specific childrens ser-
vices through special fees for “Kids Plates” license
plates. Since these license plates compete for
funds with other special plates, however, they
cannot be relied upon to provide a steady source
of funds.

O An income tax check-off has provided one of
several sources of revenue for the Missouri
Children’s Trust Fund. However, contributions
from the check-off have steadily declined over the
last six years, due to increased competition for
check-off contributions, and no procedures to
inform citizens about the use of the Fund.

O The Texas Childrens Trust Fund, which
awards grants to prevention programs across the
state, is partially funded by the states marriage
license fees.
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* Support the activities of the state council and the commission on children and families; and

* Over the iong term, fund non-categoricai community supports and services.

The sampie iegisiation permits grants won i:)y community councils with approve(t pians to be used to:

* Fund initial coordination activities;

* Develop data collection and management information systems aligned with state e{-torts;
P g y g

* Design and implement training and education activities for administrators, educators, and

human services worizers; and

* Support other technical assistance activities.'?

0O Since 1991, Californias Department of
Education, in conjunction with the interagency
Healthy Start Support Services for Children
Council, has provided planning and operational
grants to local “collaboratives” serving 890
schools in 53 of Californias 58 counties. The
$400,000 three-year operational grants are
intended to fund start-up monies and coordinat-
ing or “glue” money for school-linked, communi-
ty-provided integrated services.

O North Carolinas Smart Start Program was
enacted in 1993 to make early childhood educa-
tion and support services available to all children
under six. The program provides competitive
grants to broad-based local county partnerships
to fund a wide variety of early childhood services.
The partnership is responsible for developing a
plan that identifies target populations and deter-
mines the scope of services to be provided.

States may also choose to use separate grants for the
pianning of community support systems, aitiiougii
such grants are not included in the sampie iegisia-

tion.

The size and number of grants to be distributed will
vary i:)y the amount of tun(iing available, but tiiey
should be time-restricted and require a local match

This match is

intended to (iiscourage iong-term (iepen(ience on

of tun(iing or in-kind services.

state funds and to ensure a community’s commit-
ment to i:)uii(iing its own support system. After a
grant period is over, ongoing resources for commu-
nity support systems should come from more effi-
cient use of (ie—categorize(t tun(iing, and from local

pui:)iic and private resources.

Money from the state child and tamiiy fund may
also be used to support the operation of the state
council and tiie‘ commission on children and fami-

lies, ari(i to finance (ieveiopment of the state/local

accountai)iiity, management intormation, data coiiection, technical assistance, results-based t)u(igeting,

and other systems necessary to impiement the full partnersiiip. Poiiticaiiy, it is very important to cap

state administrative costs, so that the partnersiiip is not viewed as another costiy iayer of government.

Finaiiy, over time, the child and tamiiy fund may be a useful vehicle for (iecategorizing other program

funds that are currentiy sui:)ject to narrow program restrictions. In order to give communities more

discretion in ciioosing which supports and services tiiey will provi(te, how tiiey will be (ieiivere(t, i:)y

wiiom, and to wiiom, states may seek to create greater ﬂexii)iiity in categoricai program authorities and

12 See Section 6 of this gui(ie.
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i)uctgets. As the Center for the Stucty of Social Poiicy and others have suggestect, one way this can be
done is for localities to have the auttiority to use “clusters” of related put)iic dollars and program author-
ity to address community needs, guicteci i)y community pians jointiy agreect to i)y the local governing
entity anct.ttie state. !

States could cilaiienge localities to ictentity critical proi)iems that warrant speciai attention and devel-
op strategies to address them. Ti’erugi’l this process of self-assessment and pianning, communities
would cteveiop a cieariy defined set of target results for children and families. To support their efforts
to achieve desired results, states could ictentity “clusters” of categoricai program funds which could be
bundled and ctecategorizect. In exctiange for greater ﬂexit)iiity in the use of these funds, communities
would accept greater responsii)iiity for ensuring that target populations receive needed supports and ser-
. . . 14
vices and that the desired results are achieved.

The child and tamiiy fund could be the vehicle for receiving, i)unctiing, and allocating ctecategorizeci
funds to communities. As resources are ctecategorizect, however, the state would not give up all control
over these funds. State statutes should define how much ﬂexit)iiity localities have in the use of the
funds. As emptiasizect earlier, the state must also maintain essential protections for vulnerable popu-
lations and set standards for access to services and for service quaiity. Any local governance entity opt-
ing to take actvantage of these flexible funds would agree to adhere to these protections and sateguarcts
as a part of its pian.15

Unctoui)tectiy, states will differ in how and to what extend ttiey use their child and tamiiy fund for decat-
egorization. One possii)iiity is that state iegisiation could specity the generai clusters of related fund-
ing streams that could be bundled—for exampie, eariy childhood ectucation, child care, tamiiy support,
tamiiy preservation, child protection, and emergency services; or teen pregnancy prevention, substance
abuse prevention and treatment, runaway youtii, juvenile justice, and adolescent mental tieaitti, etc.
State statutes could also specity the terms and conditions under which communities are allowed to

appiy for and receive these tuncts.16

Because ctecategorization raises the poiiticai sensitivities of many constituencies, it may be best to ini-
tiate efforts to use the child and tamiiy fund for this purpose as demonstrations or piiot projects.
Experimenting with more flexible use of a few related program authorities in several communities will
tieip state and local leaders learn how to implement ctecategorization so that it is most responsive to
community needs and attracts the broadest possii)ie support from affected poiiticai interest groups.
Based on their experience, states then migtit take steps to expanct the number of communities that can
receive access to ctecategorizeci tunciing and the number and types of categoricai program funds that can

be combined.

13 Center for the Sturiy of Social Poiicy, “A Legisiative Strategy to Support Local Governance.” Draft t)acizgrouncl paper for the Ctianging '
Governance Strategies for Action Worizing Group. Septemt)er 1996; National Commission on Children, chond Rhetoric: A New
14 American Agcnda /or Children and Families (Wastiington, DC: National Commission on Children, 1991).
15 Center for the Stuciy of Social Po]icy, “A Legisiative Stratcgy..." Op Cit,
Ibid.
16 Thid
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Overview: A plan to overcome institutional barriers to state/community support
systems.

gN ORDER to transform the service (ielivery system from one based on categorical programs to a

results-based system supporting flexible community plans, this section of the sample legislation
, describes a plan to be ctevelope(i tJy the state council in collaboration with others. Activities in the (
plan include:
* Identification and review of state statutes and regulations that inhibit community-tJase(i
support systems, with recommendations for appropriate ctianges;
i * Development of a compatible data collection/management information system;

* Creation of a technical assistance networie; and

* A review of protessional education curricula, and state protessional and credentialing stan-

’ clar(is . i

The reason for a plan.

For the past torty years, categorical programs have stiapect this country’s service ctelivery system. Ttiey
resulted in a myriact of narrowly-tocusecl, poorly—connectect services for children and families. Ttiey also
signiticantly stiapect the putalic infrastructure that administers and operates these programs and ser-
vices. As a result of this service ctelivery system and its intrastructure, there are many barriers to com-
preliensive state/community supports and services. Each program is governect l)y separate statutes and
regulations, monitored t)y specializect staff with limited ienowlectge of other programs, and sul)ject to
program-l)asect reporting requirements and separate data systems. Most front-line workers and admin-
istrators are also specialists. Ttiey have been protessionally trained in a specitic ctiscipline, and are

accustomed to worieing only within the categorical confines of their training and programs.

Ctianging the infrastructure in order to support community-l)asecl compretiensive support systems
rather than categorical programs will be a long—term process that will require the involvement of many

players. Each state will have to proceect at its own pace.

Review of statutes and regulations. (Section 6(b) (1))

To move away from categorical programs, many narrowly—tocusect laws will need to be ctiangect.
Development of a methodical multi—year plan with timelines, assignect responsit)ilities, and resources
will be needed to ictentity statutes and regulations that are candidates for repeal or amendment. The
first step of the plan migtit be to review community plans submitted to the state council. The com-
munity plans will ictentity areas where ctianges in the law are needed either to blend funds or offer ser-
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vices in alternative ways that will meet community and state results. Proposecl ctianges in the law would
then be brougtit before the iegisiature. (Aittiougti federal law cannot be ctiangect uniiateraiiy tJy a state,

it may be acivantageous to track federal statutes that present substantial barriers to comprehensive,

community—tjaseci support systems. This data may prove valuable in convincing Congress to moctity

such statutes.)

Strategicaiiy,' in addition to inciucting state administrators, state and community council representa-

tives, and others in the review of statutes and reguiations, it is essential to include iegisiators and ieg-

islative staff in this process. It will uitimateiy be up to them to persuacte their colleagues to enact statu-

tory ctianges.

Development of a coordinated child, family, and community management

information system. (Section 6(b} (2})

The second activity in tmiicting a supportive infra-
structure is the cteveiopment of a coordinated data
system for community—tjasecl support systems. In
many states, current data systems are narrow and
program—tocuseci, inettective, cumbersome, and
expensive; ctianges are needed. A new, integratect
data system would:

* Collect and share standardized data on ser-
vice utilization, quaiity, cost, eiigitjiiity deter-
mination, and results across service systems
anc_t levels of government;

* Provide requirect federal reports; and

* Protect client contictentiaiity.

However, the mere ttiougtit of creating and tuncting
a new system such as this is enougti to prematureiy
age hundreds of state and local administrators. Yet,
ultimately, such a system will be necessary in order
to track state and community resuits, and to ensure
that communities are meeting minimum standards

for services.

The cteveiopment and creation of an effective man-
agement information system should be approactiect
caretuiiy and incrementa”y. It will probat)iy take
years and many dollars to implement. It should be

B In 1995, Missouri enacted the Missouri
Coordinated Information System Statute,
which directs the Department of Social Services,
Department of Mental Health, Department of
Health, and the state courts to coordinate their
information system to permit individual children to
be tracked by any of the agencies. The coordina-
tion may involve creating uniform case identifiers,
consolidating databases across the agencies, cre-
ating electronic linkages between automated
information systems, or developing a single sys-
tem that meets the needs of all four agencies.

Delaware has created a Master Client Index
that electronically tracks client records across a
variety of health and human services programs,
including Medicaid, food stamps, child support,
AFDC, and public health. In addition, the system
contains all census data for the human services
program. Although the system does not provide
detailed case information across programs, it noti-
fies caseworkers regarding the participation of
clients in the various programs. Delaware is pur-
suing plans to create a common front-end process
for assessment and intake, and to develop an
Information and Referral kiosk.
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based on data stiaring across secure networks, using up—to—date network teciinoiogy, which can mitigate
some of the costs of specitic hardware or software. Paperworlz for families and local agencies should
also be minimized. While creating a new system is a major undertaizing that requires signiticant time,

ettort, money, and state-of-the-art expertise, some states have approaciieni this task in innovative ways.

Creating a technical assistance and training network. (Section 6(b) (3))

Professionals in state government and communities who are engaged in developing comprehensive sup-
port systems for children and families occasionaily find themselves overwhelmed t>y the magnitude of
ciianges that may be requireni. Worizing ona iearn—as—you—go t>asis, tiiey must deal with muitiple new
concepts such as collaborative service deiivery, community governance, and results-based accountabili-
ty. While many workers find these ciianges exciting, tiiey are acuteiy aware that tiiey have not been

appropriately prepared for them t>y either their protessional training or experience.

The sampie legisiation calls for the state councii, in collaboration with communities, to develop a plan
to fund and implement a state/community system to identity and meet the technical assistance needs
of state and local administrators, community representatives, and workers in compreiiensive commu-
nity support systems. This plan should ensure that all members of collaborative teams, inciuding com-
munity advocates and representatives, are provinieni the opportunity to develop the skills that are need-

ed to participate ettectiveiy and to work coﬂaboratively across protessional domains.

Buiiding a technical support system where expertise is both new and winiely scattered is chaﬂenging.
The izey is to link individuals who have gained specitic areas of iznowlenige and experience with those
who need the iznowienige, and then to make this information wi(iely accessible. In order to be etiective,
a technical network must also be flexible. It must have the capacity to provinie a variety of types of
assistance, including:

* Large in-person or Internet training sessions to address general technical needs;

* One-on-one coactiing to meet individual needs;

i Trouble—stiooting teams of experienced state and local administrators; and

* Networks of local and state counterparts who can be called upon iniormaliy.

Anni, like all the components of the infrastructure plan, it should be adequateiy funded to ensure that

technical assistance is sufficient to meet community needs.

Reviewing and re-designing professional education, licensing, and credentialing.
(Section 6(b) {4))

In addition to meeting short-term technical assistance needs, the infrastructure plan includes a review
of proiessionai education curricula, licensing, and credentialing requirements. Professionals must have

access to training that will prepare them to work in community—baseni, collaborative settings. Workers
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currentiy in collaborative settings frequentiy find
that tiiey have liifficuity alijusting to Worieing cioseiy
with other human services proiessionais or non-pro-
fessional community leaders. Each proiessionai has
usuaiiy had very little exposure to the other disci-
piines. Trained in speciaiizeti liiscipiines to work in
narrow agency settings with a speciiic group of either
individuals or proi)iems, each proiessional group
uses its own distinctive language, pililOSOpi’ly, and
methodology.  With such different professional
i)aciegroumis, i)uiiliing collaborative teams is chal-
ienging.

Community—i)ased support systems need proiession—
als who are trained not oniy in their specialization,
but who have ienowielige of other liiscipiines, experi-
ence with collaborative practices, and iamiiiarity with
results-based accountai)iiity measures. Altiiougii
most proiessional training programs continue to nar-
rowiy train their stulients, a few coiieges and univer-
sities across the country are committed to proviliing

cross—liiscipiinary, inter-proiessionai education.

In most states, issues of academic freedom prevent
iegisiatures from asserting direct influence on univer-
sity curricula.  However, iegisiatures can ciiange
requirements for state licenses and teaciiing creden-
tiais, which in turn can lead to ciianges in proiession—
al education programs. The sampie iegisiation calls
for the state council to deveiop a plan to review appro-
priate proiessionai licenses and credentials. The
review would determine if current requirements for

pre-service training and continuing education ensure

The California State University (CSUj system is
developing a systemwide effort on its 21 cam-
puses to promote interprofessional training at the
undergraduate and graduate levels. Leadership
for this effort is provided by three programs cur-
rently developing and implementing interprofes-
sional programs: the Center for Collaboration for
Children and Families at CSU Fullerton, the
Integrated Services Specialist Program at San
Francisco State University, and the brand new
interdisciplinary Institute for Community
Collaborative Studies at CSU Monterey Bay.

Miami University of Ohio is developing inter-
professional graduate and professional develop-
ment programs among faculty from nursing,
social work, family-child studies, and a variety of
education-related programs. Undergraduate lib-
eral education courses are also being redesigned
to prepare students for community collaboration.

& The University of Washington Human Ser-
vice Policy Centers Training for Interprofessional
Collaboration Project brings together masters and
doctoral level students from education, social
work, public health, nursing, and public policy to
learn the skills necessary to work as a collabora-
tive team. The program views interprofessional
collaboration as a process in which organizations,
families, and communities with diverse knowl-
edge and resources join in partnership to address
issues related to family and community well-
being.

that proiessionais are trained in relevant and useful areas for Worieing in compreiiensive, community-i)aseti

support systems. These reviews should be conducted i)y collaborative teams including educators, practi-

tioners, state agencies, and community representatives, and should result in recommendations presented

to the state council, governor, and iegisiature.
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Alconclusion:

ST Y e

The recent federal overhaul of the welfare system marks a signiﬁcant change in how government views
its role in serving children and families and I)uilcling communities. It clears away many categorical
restrictions, offers great ﬂexil)ility to states to design programs responsive to local needs, and clearly
sets out the desired results: putting welfare recipients to work. Despite potential flaws in the law, it
offers states the opportunity to signiﬁcantly restructure much of the current pul)lic child and family
services system. This sample legislation for community-basecl, state-guide({ co'mprehensive support sys-
tems provides a useful foundation for putting in place the essential components of a re-formulated sys-
tem—a system in which communities and the state join togetller to tangibly improve the lives of chil-

dren and families and the communities in which they live.
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Building Comprehensive,
C@mmumty -based Support Systems
Qf@r Children and Families:
A Review of Legislative Examples

E HIS SECTION provicles an overview of federal and state legislative efforts to clevelop Comprehen—

sive, community—l)ased support systems for children and families. The basis for this overview !

is a representative sample of 31 bills and statutes (10 fecleral, 21 state). The section addresses the ’
potential roles for 1egislation in the clevelopment of comprehensive systems; the major elements of
system reform that have been incorpora’cecl into state and federal 1egislation; and some notable sim-
| ilarities and differences in the approacl'les to reform illustrated l)y the sample Iegisla’cion. It con-
cludes with an assessment of some themes that emerge from this sample that could be the sul)ject
of future research or legisla’cive activity. Attachment A provicles a matrix inclicating which of the
major components of comprehensive support systems are addressed lay each of these statutes.

Attachement B provides a list of all relevant legislative citations.

Over the past decacle, communities, states, and the federal government have created a wide range of

initiatives clesigned to make services and supports for children and families more comprehensive, pre-
ventive, eHicient, and accounta})]e.l These initiatives clevelop in a wide variety of ways. Some l)egin
as collaborations among pul)lic agencies in a community, then gracluany expancl to include a wider range
of pul)lic and private service providers, and eventuany develop a governance capacity of their own.
Some start as pilot projects or demonstration programs that spur new relationsllips and business
processes among service proviclers; such initiatives can procluce systemic changes that far outlast the
original pilot or demonstration stage. Other initiatives l)egin at the instigation of citizens or commu-
nity organizations. Some initiatives are driven l)y opportunities or incentives offered l)y legisla’cion,

such as waivers from certain regula’cions or increased ﬂexil)ility in the use of some {:uncling. And in

! Clwryl D. Hayes, Elise Llpo“ and Anna E. Danegger, Compena’mm of Comprchcnswc Commumty based Initiatives: A Look at Costs,
Bcneffts, and Financin Strategvcs \Vaslungton, DC: The Finance Pro;cct July 1995) Jane Knitzer, Stcphen Pagc, Map and-Track: State
Initiatives for Young C ildren and Families (New York: National Center for Children in Poverty, Columbia University, 1996)

E
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some cases a singie initiative can ctramaticaiiy reshape entire governance, tinancing, and administrative

systems.

These initiatives involve changes not just in the services proviciecl, but in the way that chiict-serving
organizations do business: how decisions and poiicies are made, how different agencies and levels of
government work together, and how individual programs are evaluated and funded. This means that
in addition to new poiicies, reguiations, and programs, comprehensive systems require new governance
structures, Jrunciing systems, and management and administrative practices. Changes of this magni-
tude are difficult to accompiish under any circumstances, and comprehensive system reforms often
must proceect using whatever tools are available to them at a given time. Voiuntary cooperation may
be actequate to establish collaborative reiationships among service proviciers in a community. A new
program or flexible Jruncling source may be necessary to build on these reiationships hy stimulating
interagency planning. Citizen or community activism may be needed to inform this planning process
with a comprehensive assessment of community needs. And nothing short of ieaclership from the poiit-

ical sphere may be able to knit together all of these activities into a comprehensive system.

As one of the tools available to those who seek to cteveiop comprehensive systems, iegisiation has come

into piay in a wide variety of ways:

* Some state and federal statutes have followed an up-tront comprehensive strategy, initiating a
comprehensive reform process or creating entireiy new structures of governance, tinancing, and

actministration.2

¢ Other statutes have followed a more incremental strategy, malzing changes in the governance
and tinancing of selected programs, creating vehicles for interagency collaboration, or testing
some category of reforms hy way of pi]ot projects. These statutes may be driven hy a compre-
hensive vision of retorm, but they advance that vision one step at a time rather than all at

once.

. Finaiiy, some statutes have built on, rather than established, comprehensive system reforms.
Where states or communities have aireacly managecl to change the way they do business
through other means, iegisiation can serve a vital purpose hy ienciing them the poiiticai sup-

port, institutional ictentity, and resources they need to survive and grow.

Innovation, coilahoration, and the cieveiopment of more preventive, comprehensive services do not nec-
essariiy require a iegisiative framework to hring them into heing. But iegisiation can be a powertui tool
to encourage and support such initiatives or to heip them achieve recognition, acceptance, and perma-
nence. Legisiation is not aiways a sufficient condition for hringing about systemic change, but it is

otten a necessary one.

2 It is worth noting that while comprehensivc support systems ictea”y blend both puh]ic and private resources to meet the needs of the com-
munity, ]cgis]ation tends to focus argc]y or ecxc usive]y on puh]ic service (ie]ivery systems. To the extent that community organizations and
informal support systems are the suhject of ]egis]ation, thcy are as partners or supp]ements to puh]ic]y provicte(l, formal services.
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The Finance Project’s Roundtable on Creating Model Legis]ation identified five broad elements of legis—
lation that can help to build comprehensive, community-l)asecl support systems for children and families:

Buil(ling‘ State/Community Partners]'xips. Within their own borders, communities should be pri-
mari]y responsil)]e for iclentifying the services, supports, and service cle]ivery methods that are neces-
sary and appropriate to he]p families meet their needs and those of their children. The federal govern-
ment and the states should be respbnsil)]e for setting broad goals for child and fami]y we]]-l)eing; giv-
ing communities the resources, assistance, and ﬂexil)ility they need to achieve those goals; and holcling
communities accountable for the results they achieve, rather than the resources they use or the
approaches they take to service clelivery. This kind of strong, results-oriented partnership between com-
munities and the federal and state governments can make service and support systems more flexible and
responsive. Legisla’cion can create mechanisms for coordinated p]anning between communities and a
broad range of state and federal agencies that serve the children and families in those communities.
These mechanisms should encourage investments that are responsive to local needs and priorities; iden-
tify shared goals; create shared risks and responsil)i]ities; and provicle ﬂexil)ility in the funding and

administration of community—l)asecl systems.

Ac]'xieving' Measurable Results. Child- and fami]y—serving organizations that receive pul)]ic funcling
are typically held accountable for how much they spencl and what activities they spencl it on, l)ut, too
often, the question of what results they are actual]y achieving is never asked. This leaves the pul)]ic
uncertain about whether or not their taxes are really being we]]-spent, po]icy makers unclear about what
services and supports are most cleserving of £uncling, and service proviclers unable to demonstrate their
effectiveness. Service and support systems should be focused on and held accountable for achieving
improvecl results for chi]clren, fami]ies, and the communities in which they live. Results accountabili-

ty should include three major elements:

1. clear goa/s or o[Jjectives for the system as a whole, to help define overall priorities;
measurable indicators to gauge progress toward achieving those goals, and to provicle c]ear,
ol)jective information about the system’s efectiveness; and

3. speci{'ic, realistic performance targets for programs and service proviclers that link their activi-

ties and services to the overall system goa]s.

Legis]ation can promote results-oriented accountal)i]ity l)y aclopting broad goa]s for children and fam-
ilies; creating mechanisms that enable communities to assess their own needs and goa]s; and promot-
ing the cleve]opment of meaningh] indicators and performance targets for programs, service systems,

or community governance systems.

Reforming‘ Systems of Governance. Too many child- and fami]y-serving organizations must work
within governance structures that organize different types of services in separate, insulated agencies and

systems; that centralize too much decision maleing at a level that is far removed from individual chil-

The Finance Project 4-3

73



dren and families and their particular needs; and that fail to reflect the close connections between the
needs of Chilciren, their tamiiies, and the communities in which they live. Buiicling Comprehensive,
community—hasecl support systems requires that poiicy makers recontigure those governance arrange-
ments. Legisiation can meet this need hy restructuring programs for children and families to make
them more responsive and ﬂexihie; hy creating new governance relationships across both agencies and
jurisclictions; and hy realigning the roles and responsihiiities of puhiic agencies so that they can focus

on meeting the needs of chiiclren, iamiiies, and communities.

Re{orming Systems of Financing. Most funciing for existing service systems is Categoricai and nar-
rowiy targetecl, linked to provicling defined units of services rather than Correctiy iclentitying and meet-
ing the needs of individual children and families. Because so many children and families have a host

of interrelated needs rather than one or two discrete needs, this type of categoricai funciing can make

it difficult or impossihie to responcl appropriateiy to neeciy children and families. For this reason, com-

prehensive, community—hasecl support systems must be able to blend funds from different sources.
Legisiation can remove an obstacle to the cleveiopment of Comprehensive systems hy shii‘ting categori-

cal funcling streams into a more ﬂexihie, results-based tinancing system.

Buil(ling Administrative and Management Capacity. Comprehensive systems also require closer
coordination and communication among child- and iamiiy—serving agencies; more sharing of informa-
tion across ieclerai, state, iocai, and private i)ounclaries; more flexible and community—hasecl adminis-
trative proceclures; and improvecl poiicy and management expertise, particuiariy at the community level.
These capacities constitute the “piatiorm system” necessary to support comprehensive reforms in gov-
ernance and tinancing—to successfuny make the transition to a Comprehensive, community—haseci sys-
tem. Existing systems must cieveiop these capacities in order. Legisiation should support initiatives to
improve information management, proiessionai cleveiopment, monitoring, and evaluation capacities

across the spectrum of child- and iamiiy—serving agencies.

Most comprehensive iegisiation addresses several of these components simuitaneousiy. For exampie, a
statute may create a state/community partnership, as well as new governance structures and tinancing
arrangements to support that partnership. Others focus on only one or two components at a time,
either as elements of an incremental reform strategy or as a way of institutionaiizing reforms that have

evolved without the aid of iegisiation.
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The 31 exampies reviewed for this analysis (see attachments A and B) represent a reiativeiy small cross-
section of the iiteraiiy hundreds of pieces of state and federal iegisiation th.at have heipeci to build or

support comprehensive system reform. All of the examples used here address at least one of the five

components of comprehensive iegisiation discussed above. Otherwise, the examples represent a wide

variety of approaches and experiences:

. They have been proposeci or enacted in different eras. (The oldest examples are the New York
State Council on Children and F‘amiiies, established in 1977; the Education for the
Hanciicappeci Act Amendments of 1986, which established comprehensive services for pre-
schooi—age children with ciisahiiities; and the Texas Children’s Trust Fund Statute of 1985,
which is iairiy typicai of statutes in most states that have created new tunciing mechanisms tor

child abuse prevention programs.)

* Some exampies address all five components of comprehensive retorm, while others address one

or two.

* Many have been enacted into iaw, while some have not (e-g., the Youth Deveiopment
Community Block Grants Act, the Texas Child and Youth Partnerships Act).

* Some represent a very comprehensive approach, others an incremental approach, and still oth-

ers the iegisiative establishment of an existing initiative.

* The exampies vary in their environments, coming from different levels and sizes of government
(ie., iecierai, iarge states, smaller states), different governance structures (i.e., centraiiy admin-

istered and iocaiiy administered systems), and different regions of the country.

* They vary in their characteristics, ciii'fering in scope (i.e., ai‘fecting all children and tamiiies, or
oniy certain popuiations), permanence (some are piiot projects, while others are permanent ini-

tiatives), and iongevity (i.e., some are new, while others are well estahiisheci).
It is hopeci that this cliversity of experiences and approaches will provicie richer lessons about the piace

of iegisiation in the broader scheme of reiorming service and support systems for children than could

otherwise be gieaneci trom a small number ot exampies.
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Based on these exampies, this report will attempt to ictentity similarities and differences among the
1ssues they address, their approaches, and the poiiticai and implementation obstacles that some have

encountered.

Building State/Community Partnerships

Embedded in neariy all of these statutes is a commitment to the principie of community governance.
This reflects a wideiy held belief that communities are the best juctges of their own needs and should
have the ﬂexihility, tools, and authority to tailor the service and support systems in their area to address
those needs. The state and federal governments are thought to be best equippecl to provicte an overall
governance structure, clear system-wide goais, and financial and technical resources that communities
can use ﬂexihiy within that structure to achieve those broad goals. Two related concepts are also reflect-
ed in these partnerships. First, comprehensive supports require collaboration among different entities
at the community, neighhorhood, and even individual-case levels; it follows that the terms of the
state/ community partnership must enable rather than obstruct collaboration at the local level. Second,
creating and sustaining comprehensive systems requires support and commitment among service
providers, policy makers, and citizens at every levei; theretore, new collaborative governance structures

are needed in state and federal governments as well as communities.

The statutes vary in the ways and extent to which they incorporate these principies. For example, both
the California Youth Pilot Programs Statute and the Oregon Child and Family Services Commission Act
(a related bill to the Benchmarks Act) create broad-based community governance boards to ctesign and
administer a wide range of child and tamily services. The California statute sets rather broad guideiines
for the specitic services that local governing bodies must oversee (at least four service categories out of fif-
teen specitied in the statute), but is quite specitic about who must participate in those hodies (at least the
county superintendent of schools, county officials for any agencies participating in the pilot programs, a
juvenile court representative, and representatives for local service providers and puhiic empioyee unions).
In contrast, the Oregon statute is quite specitic about the services that should be planned and coordinat-
ed hy local interagency councils, but more flexible about the memhership of those councils.

The statutes in this sampie also vary in the level at which they create community authority. The
Virginia Comprehensive Services Act, for exampie, requires local governance bodies to operate at the
county levei, while the Iowa Decategorization Statute allows for local governance hy some municipaii-
ties and hy consortia of counties. Simiiariy, the federal Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Community
(EZ/EC) Initiative estahiishes local governing boards that adhere to neighhorhood houndaries, even if
they straddle jurisctictionai borders, while the federal Famiiy Preservation and Support Services (FPSS)

Program requires the creation of state-level interagency governance bodies.
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There does not appear to be any reason to categoricaﬂy prefer one model of local governance over
another. The different approaciies described above are largely explaine(i i)y the existing governance
structures in place in different settings. For example, the federal community and economic (ieveiop—
ment programs participating in the EZ/EC initiative are Currently organize(i to deal directly with com-
munity—level organizations, while the child welfare programs participating are require(i i)y law to deal
only with a single, statewide agency in every state. lrying to a(iopt the same local governance frame-
work for both initiatives would create unnecessary dislocation and confusion (iuring the implementa—
tion piiase. The legislative examples examined here indicate that local governance structures should
not be assessed against a single “best” approacii, but rather on their ai)iiity to support ﬂexii)le, respon-

sive, Community—(iriven support systems.

Achieving Measurable Results

Most of the examples (24 out of 31) include some element of results measurement or accountability.
This reflects strong interest in fin(iing some way to oi)jectiveiy demonstrate to policy makers and the
pui)lic that service and support systems are worizing. There are, however, some major obstacles to be
overcome, such as: selecting appropriate goals; fin(iing measurable indicators that accurately reflect
those goals; setting realistic, achievable performance targets; iinlzing results to programs or interven-
tions that can reasonai)ly be expecte(i to impact them; and determining the costs and benefits of achiev-

ing specific goals.

While most of the examples address the identification and measurement of outcome goals, only a hand-
ful a(iopt expiicit outcome goals in the legislation itself (tiie EZ/EC and Youth Deveiopment
Community Block Grant Acts at the federal level; the California Heaitiiy Start, Minnesota, Oregon,
and West Virginia statutes at the state level). The federal Education for the Han(iicappe(i Amendments
of 1986 (PL. 99-457) and the Florida Early Intervention and Prevention Statute represent an older
and somewhat different avenue to results accountai)iiity: creating a system of individualized service
plans that must include service goals for each famiiy, rather than a community or statewide plan that
sets goals for the system as a whole. In the area of education reform, some statutes create new account-
ai)iiity mechanisms at several levels simuitaneously: the Kentucley Education Reform Act and the com-
bination of the federal Goals 2000 and Improving America’s Schools Acts establish new student

assessments that serve as the basis of results accountai)iiity for scilools, school (iistricts, and states.

Much more ’cypical are the Georgia and North Carolina statutes, which (ielegate the identification of
outcome goais and measurements to interagency executive boards or the federal Local Empowerment
and Flexii)ility Act and the Towa, Texas, and Virginia statutes, which require community governing bod-
ies to define and track outcome measures of their ciioosing. These examples reflects the view that local
officials and service provi(iers are best suited to i(ientifying local needs and priorities. It is worth not-

ing, iiowever, that communities often need time and assistance to implement results accountability.
g P
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For exampie, cluring the impiementation of the Comprehensive Services Act, Virginia’s localities have
expressecl much interest in results measurement, but are iiizeiy at least in the initial stages to focus their
attention and research efforts on more immediate questions of governance and financial management.
To some extent, the ciiallenges of results accountal)iiity are technical issues that can be alleviated
tiirougii capacity—i)uilcling measures, such as l)uilcling coinpreirensive management information systems
and cleveioping improvecl teciiniques for program evaluation and cost-benefit anaiysis. As initiatives
like these continue to grow and cleveiop across the country, tiiey should continue to experiment with

new approaciies to results measurement and accountai)ility.

Reforming Systems of Governance

The thrust of the governance ciianges in most of these exampies is toward improving coordination of
services across existing system boundaries, and l)roaclening the involvement of private and community

interests in the clesign of programs and poiicies.

Coordination and integration: Coordination of programs and services may be appiiecl iiorizontally
(across different service systems at the iocai, state, or national ievei) or verticaiiy (across different lev-

els of government and the private sector, within one or more separate service systems).

* Horizontal coordination typicaily involves aiigning the program priorities, pians, ruies, and
l)uclgets of separate programs that serve the same populations or cioseiy related needs. The
New York State Council on Children and Families is an attempt at horizontal coordination at
the state level, while Alabama’s Children’s Services Facilitation Teams try to achieve horizontal

coordination at the individual-case level.

* Vertical coordination ’cypicaiiy involves realigning responsii)iiities within a service system; fre-
quentiy, this means clevoiving decision maizing autiiority to lower administrative levels.
Kentucizy’s Education Reform Act represents a type of vertical coordination, in that decisions
about instructional practices are devolved from the state education agency to schools and dis-

tricts.

* Vertical and horizontal coordination are irequentiy undertaken simuitaneousiy as part of a
state/community partnersiiip—tiie Iowa Decategorization Statute, the Virginia Compreiiensive
Services Act, the Georgia Poiicy Council Act, the California Heaitiiy Start Act, and Ohio’s
Famiiy and Children First Statute are goocl exampies.

Some statutes go l)eyoncl this kind of coordination to iormaiiy integrate programs that serve related
needs, coml)ining the programs into a singie program or iuncling source that is more compreiiensive
and flexible. The federal Youth Deveiopment Community Block Grant Act integrates several iuncling

sources for state and local programs; the Virginia statute combines nine state iuncling sources into a

78

4-8 Building Strong Communities: Crafting a Legislative Foundation




single pool for the use of community-l)ased coﬂal)oratives; and the Nei)raslea Partnerstiip for Human
Services Act integrates several separate state agencies into a new network of three closely coordinated

agencies.

Pu])lic/private partners}lips: Many of the legislative efforts studied also emptiasize creating pui)-
lic/private partnerships. While legislation tends to focus on service systems that are dominated l)y the
pul)lic sector (education, child weltare, juvenile justice, etc.), it can also create mechanisms to involve
private-sector entities and individuals in the planning, oversigtit, and even delivery of services in the
new system. Most of the bills that establish new governing boards or councils——including those in
Georgia, Otiio, Minnesota, North Carolina, Texas, and Wastiington—require that business and com-
munity leaders sit on the l)oards, at either the state level, the local level, or both levels. In Georgia,
involving business leaders in the governance of child and tamily services 1s an explicit goal of the ini-
tiative, while the New York Settlement House statute is expressly Liesigneti to build a statewide network

of comprehensive, community—i)ased private agencies that can serve as partners to pul)lic agencies.

The motives for these partnerships are as varied as their approaches and emphases. Some seek to har-
p p pp p

ness the energy, resourcefulness, and innovative spirit of the private sector; some attempt to leverage

pul)lic funds l)y attracting private tun&iing from Lionors, l)usinesses, or ptiilanttiropies; some are

designed to broaden pul)lic support for child and tamily services l)y soiiciting ideas and input from more

members of society; and many are able to capitaiize on all of these advantages.

Family involvement and participation: Several of these examples attempt to involve parents and
tamily representatives Liirectly in the process of designing and administering support systems for fami-
lies. In most cases, this means ensuring that parents, tamily meml)ers, or caregivers are included in
the meml)erstiips of new community—level governing boards. Such examples include federal statutes
like the Community—l)ased Family Resource Program Amendments and the Goals 2000: Educate
America Act, and state statutes like Florida's Prevention and Early Assistance Statute, Georgia’s Poiicy
Council for Children and Families Act, Maryland’s Systems Reform Initiative, Minnesota’s Family
Services and Community—l)ased Collal)oratives, North Carolina’s Smart Start Program, Ohio’s Family
and Children First Statute, Texas’ Child and Youth Partnerships Act, and Virginia's Compretiensive
Services Act.

Many advocates of compretiensive reform regarLi parental or tamily participation as the single most crit-
ical element in l)uilding sustainal)le, effective support systems for families. Family participation has the
potential not oniy to tielp identity the most appropriate priorities for children in a given community,
but also to create a constituency for reform. Such a constituency can provide the essential foundation
on which new systems and structures can be built. Yet, for the most part, it appears too early to tell
how successful the tamily participation efforts in these examples have been. The examples cited here
have not yet achieved a scale sufficient to conclude what political or programmatic impacts family par-
Y P prog P Yy P
ticipation has had on the reform effort. This is clearly an area in which more research and experi-

mentation are warranted.
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Reforming Systems of Financing

Several of the initiatives examined here include flexible {'un(iing arrangements that are designed to
remove barriers to collaboration and integration of service cleiivery. For example, the Caiiiornia, Towa,
and Virginia initiatives allow localities to combine funds from various categorica] sources into a single
pool, which tiiey can use ﬂexii)ly to address the service needs tiiey iclentiiy for their communities. The
EZ/EC, FPSS, and Kentucizy Education Reform initiatives provide funds tiirougii new categoricai
programs, but clesign those programs to be more flexible than traditional {'unding sources. Some
statutes—notably those of California’s Youth Pilot Programs, Jowa’s Decategorization Projects, and
Virginia's Comprehensive Services Act—provi(ie {'unding ﬂexil}ility to enable communities to shift
resources from cost]y remediation of proi)lems (e-g., out-of-home placements) to preventive programs
that address these proi)iems at lower cost (e-g., iamily support, preservation, and reunification pro-
grams). And several statutes, inciuding the North Carolina, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia i)iiis,
provide an incentive for reforms i)y Oﬁering “seed money’ or transitional assistance for communities
that are aclopting new governance systems. These flexible arrangements and incentives are an invalu-
able support to community-ievei pianning and can iieip make the service and support system as a whole

more aclaptai)ie and responsive.

However, these arrangements pose significant ciiauenges for financial managers. In California and
Virginia, for eiiample, the piiot counties are experiencing a great deal of confusion and complexity in
accounting for pooied funds. As tiiey decide what {'unding sources tiiey want to include in their fund-
ing poois, the counties have found that in some cases tiiey do not collect some financial information
that could iielp them make those decisions. As new {'unding sources are added to their pools, the coun-
ties have had to ciiange their accounting systems and financial reports. With no clesignate(i l)u(iget for
the project, and scarce technical assistance resources to offer the piiot counties, the California
Department of Social Services is iacing demands for more iielp with financial management issues,

inciuding many with which the Department itself is still struggiing.

Legislation that aclopts flexible iunding arrangements may be able to address some of these impiemen-
tation issues i)y providing financial management assistance to the entities that must aclapt to this new
system. North Caroiina, for examp]e, is providing new clecategorize(i iunding in addition to autiiority
to pooi funds from other sources. Another approacii to this issue is that used i)y Towa: i)y oﬁering
counties the opportunity to aclopt flexible funcling, rather than imposing it on them, the legisiation gave
counties an opportunity to cleveiop their financial management capacity before eiecting to make the

transition.

Building Administrative and Management Capacity

Severai statutes attempt to build new “piatiorm systems” to support other compreiiensive reforms. The
federal Farniiy Preservation and Support Services Act and the Missouri Coordinated Information

Systems Statute represent one important category of such activity. In a compreiiensive support sys-
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tem, service provi(iers, poiicy makers, and iegisiators must be able to share vast amounts of reliable
information and communicate with one another irequentiy. Comprehensive automated information
systems, like the statewide automated child welfare information systems (SACWIS) initiative and the
integrate(i system called for in the Missouri statute, can address those needs. Such information sys-
tems are costiy, however, and {'requent.iy run into conflicts with existing rules and reguiations concern-
ing the coni*i(ientiaiity of information. The FPSS Act and the Missouri statute represent attempts to
deal with these issues tiirougii legislation.

States and communities maizing the transition to a new system also need a great deal of technical assis-
tance, particuiariy in iian(iiing assessments of nee(is, measuring and tracizing resuits, and evaiuating
programs. The FPSS Act, Goals 2000, and the School-to-Work Opportunities Act provide such
assistance to states from the federal government; Georgia’s Poiicy Councii, North Carolina’s
Partnersiiip for Children, and Wasiiington’s F‘amiiy Poiicy Council provi(ie assistance to localities from
the state level.

In some states, l)uii(iing community capacity requires not just the rigiit technical tools, but education
on the ciiaiienges of collaboration. Collaborative decision maizing is typicaiiy more difficult and time-
consuming, at least initiaiiy, than in the current {'ragmente(i system. And recent years have seen so
many attempts at collaboration in so many different settings that local leaders and service provi(iers
may see a new community-l)ase(i governing l)O(iy as yet another add-on to the current system, rather
than as a vehicle for entireiy new ways of doing business. States may find it pru(ient to provi(ie tar-
geted assistance to communities on the particuiar ciiaiienges and opportunities that accompany collab-
oration. For 'exampie, Ohio’s F‘amiiy and Children First Cabinet has assembled an action team of exec-

utives loaned from eigiit state agencies to iieip communities build their capacity for ciiange.
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The iegisiation examined here both reflects and embodies an ongoing process of devolution.

Decision maizing and programmatic iea‘ierstiip are stiitting from the federal government to states

and communities. Alttiougti this shift is pro‘iucing considerable ‘iiversity in legislative and program-
matic approacties, there is an observable convergence among most states on some izey elements of
reform: community partnerships, results accountat)iiity, more flexible tun&iing arrangements, and both

vertical and horizontal integration of services.

7 The most recent pieces of iegisiation have piacect a tieavy emptiasis on community governance.
Zew Many of the examples cited here focus on creating community-ievei governance structures, and
empowering them to ‘iesign and ‘ieveiop their own local systems. Among the many examples are the
EZ/EC Act, the Local Empowerment and Fiexit)iiity Act, California’s Youth Pilot Projects, the
Georgia Policy Council Act, the Towa Decategorization Statute, the Minnesota Family Services and
Community-based Collaboratives, North Carolina’s Smart Start Initiative, Ohio’s Family and
Children First Statute, the Texas Youth Partnerships Act, the Virginia Compretiensive Services Act,
and Wastiington's Public Health and Satety Networks. One exampie, the Nebraska Partnerstiip for
Human Services Act, takes a somewhat different approacti to this t)y tocusing first on restructuring
governance at the state level, but its expiicit iong—term goai is ‘ieveioping community governance capac-
ity. And the education reform statutes among this sampie, inciu&iing the Goals 2000 Act, the
Improving America’s Schools Act, and the Kentucizy Education Reform Act, all include measures to
give local education agencies and even individual schools more ﬂexit)ility and latitude to ‘iesign their
own educational programs and practices, while tioi‘iing them more strongiy accountable for improving
student achievement. The desire to create community—ievei governance capat)iiity that crosses pro-
grammatic and system boundaries is pertiaps the strongest common element that emerges from this

sample.

It is worth noting, however, that this approacti is not without its critics. The Texas Youth Partnerstiips,
for exampie, drew such tieavy criticism from some quarters that the bill did not pass the state Senate,
and the Oregon Legislative Assemt)iy did not approve a bill last year that would have expan&iecl the

- auttiority and autonomy of the county child and tamiiy councils. Legisiation may be able to address

some criticisms of state/community partnerstiips t)y ensuring that new local governance structures will
be ‘iirectiy accountable to local peopie, and t)y stating that community boards and the programs ttiey
administer will not usurp parents’ righttul auttiority over their children.

The set of iegisiation anaiyze‘i here indicates that iegisiators and poiicy makers are extremely inter-
a) ested in developing accountability for results, but are also tiigtily uncertain about how to pro-
ceed. Several exampies set broad goais for children and families or for individual service and support
systems (e.g., the Goals 2000 Act and the Kentucizy, Minnesota, Oregon, and West Virginia statutes),

and many include mechanisms to ‘ieveiop goais, indicators, or pertormance measures at either the state,
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iocai, or individual-case level. Two statutes, the Kentuciey Education Reform Act and the Improving
America’s Schools Act, go l)eyonci the development of goais and indicators to link tunciing ciirectiy to
measurable improvements in results. But, as illustrated l)y Virginia's difficulties in implementing
results measurement with its localities, most governing bodies are not yet reaciy to implement ambi-
tious resuits—accountabiiity schemes. There is a clear need for more and better models of assessing
neecis, icientitying goais and measurable inciicators, and tracizing results that are cieariy connected to

program activities and services.

Beyoncl the need to icientity appropriate outcomes and measure them accurateiy, legisiators should also
consider how to incorporate shared accountal:)iiity into new support systems for families. In the cur-
rent service system, each program is held accountable oniy for certain results that are specitic to their
task (e.g., schools are responsibie for rectucing ctropout rates, health programs for reciucing infant mor-
taiity, child protection programs for reclucing the prevaience of child al)use). Ina compretiensive, com-
munity—l)asecl system, all elements of the system must share accountat)iiity for actiieving results. All of
the system’s stakeholders therefore must recognize that the results ttiey seek are affected l)y all of the
system’s components, and that attecting them requires coordinated actions across the entire system.
Yet even when these basic ideas of shared accountal:)iiity have taken root, it is rareiy clear how ttiey
should be impiementeci. There is currentiy no preterrecl method for tioicting a collaborative entity,
rather than an individual agency, responsit;ie for results. Legisiators should therefore give community
governing bodies some ﬂexil)iiity to cieveiop their own approacties to shared accountat)iiity, as well as

targeteci assistance with this compiicateci set of issues.

Some of these statutes piace a strong emptiasis on controlling‘ the costs of child and tamily
é—? services, especiaiiy the costs of residential care facilities for seriousiy troubled children. In both
Towa and Virginia, one of the main arguments in favor of system reform was that more compretiensive
services could make it possit)le to care for these children in their tamiiies, at lower cost and with no loss
in satety or support for the child. Both states had seen stiarp increases in their costs for foster care just
prior to the enactment of the iegisiation. In both states, it was expectect that reform would shift chil-
dren and resources away from residential care and into tamiiy—t)aseci care, as well as slow the growtti of
overall costs for child and tamiiy services. Both states have in fact seen a shift of resources into fam-

iiy- and community—laaseci services, and neither have detected any worsening in the satety and well-

l)eing of children.

But the states have seen different results when it comes to residential care piacements and overall costs.
The ciecategorizect counties in Jowa have generaiiy succeeded in siowing the growtti of spenciing and
rectucing piacements in foster care and residential care. But in Virginia, costs have continued to grow
rapiciiy. Costs per child served have gone down siigtitiy, because a tiigtier proportion of children in the
system receive low-cost community—l)asecl services rather than tiigti—cost residential piacements. But
the number of children receiving the new community—baseci services has increased so sul)stantiaiiy that
it has more than offset the savings in costs per child. Program officials in Virginia are trying to deter-

mine whether this increase in costs is the result of excessive or inappropriate referrals to community-
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based services, Or insufficient efforts to decrease the number of residential care placements, or some
more intractable combination of factors. It is too eariy to say whether costs in Virginia will continue
to grow rapiciiy or whether the shift to famiiy—l)ase(i services will eventuaily slow that growtii. And in

both Towa and Virginia, it is unclear what the iong—term impacts of the shift to famiiy—i)ased care will
be for children and families.

These examples indicate that comprehensive reforms, even when tiiey succeed in malzing service systems
more effective and comprehensive, can have unforeseen and iligiily variable impacts on overall pul)iic
spending. Any forecasts of those impacts should therefore be treated with great caution. Where iegis—
lators feel it necessary to incorporate estimates of cost savings into their reform iegisiation, tiiey should
use the most conservative estimates avaiiai)ie, ciosely monitor the extent to which those savings are actu-
aHy i)eing achieved, and provicie contingency funds to ensure that unexpected cost overruns do not derail
the process of implementing reforms. Comprehensive reform should be regarded asa long—term process

of improving support systems for families, rather than as a vehicle for short-term cost savings.

; These statutes are iirmly rooted in a long—term development process that l)egan prior to the ieg—

= islation and is expected to continue growing and ciianging after its enactment. For exampie, the
Nebraska Partnersiiip for Health and Human Services Act is (iesigned to set the stage for far—reaciiing
reforms rather than raise the curtain on them. The statute grows out of a year—iong re-examination of
the state’s health policies directed i)y Lt. Gov. Kim Roi)aclz, and the Partnersiiip's primary goai for this
year is the (ieveiopment of a detailed impiementation pian, which is iilzely to include a second legisia—
tive paclzage. The Kentuclzy Education Reform Act, in contrast, is a voluminous and iligiily detailed
piece of iegisiation that repiaced in one stroke the entire l)ody of state law concerning education, but
it, too, was conceived as the l)eginning of a iong—term process. The sponsors and supporters of the Act
made it clear that tiiey expected a iengtily impiementation process of five years or more simply to enact
the reforms, and that the benefits of the reforms migilt not become apparent until a decade or more
had passe(i. This fortiirigiitness iieiped to strengtiien support for their approach and deveiop reason-
able expectations for the reform process. These exampies reflect the idea that, whether legisiation is
used to create incremental ciianges or sweeping reforms, it should be seen as one element in a iong—

term and multi-faceted restructuring effort.
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Part 1: Federal Legislation

Bill or Statute Building Achieving Reforming Reforming Building

(Familiar Title) State/ Measurable  Systems of Systems of Administrative
Community Results Governance  Financing & Management
Partnerships Capacity

Community-based
Family Resource

Program Amendments B O ]

Education of the

Handicapped Act

Amendments of 1986 ] O B

Empowerment Zones/

Enterprise Communities Act 5] s3] = @
Family Preservation and

Support Services Act O ® &
Goals 2000: The Educate

America Act &3]
Improving Americas

Schools Act of 1994 O B
Local Empowerment

and Flexibility Act O

School-to-Work

Opportunities Act : O i

Violent Crime Control

and Law Enforcement Act 4] H

Youth Development Community

Block Grant Act 5] &

B Addressed in legislation.

O No results goals specified in legislation; measured results are to be determined by states and/or
communities.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o o] a o] a
Part 2: State Legislation
Bill or Statute Building Achieving Reforming Reforming Building
(Familiar Title) State/ Measurable  Systems of Systems of Administrative
Community Results Governance Financing & Management
Partnerships Capacity
Alabama Children’s
Services Facilitation Statute a a o
California Healthy Start
Support Services for
Children Act a a O (B
California Youth
Pilot Programs O O O L
Florida Prevention and
Early Assistance Statute O a 8
Georgia Policy Council for
Children and Families Act 4
lowa Decategorization Initiative O
Kentucky Education Reform 4
Maryland Systems Reform
Initiative—Interagency
Budgeting Statute A A g 0
Minnesota Family Services
and Community-based
Collaboratives O a a O
Missouri Coordinated
Information System Statute
Nebraska Partnership Project v v a v
New York Settlement
House Statute a
New York State Council
on Children and Families a @
North Carolina
Smart Start Program a O a a

 Addressed in legislation.

O No outcome goals specified in legislation; outcomes are to be determined by entities in the state
government and/or communities.

A The Interagency Budgeting Statute is one element of Maryland’s ongoing Systems Reform
Initiative (SRI). Other components of this initiative address building state/community
partnerships and reforming systems of governance.

V'  The Nebraska Partnership Project will address these issues in subsequent legislation.
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g a a a a

Bill or Statute Building Achieving Reforming Reforming Building

(Familiar Title) State/ Measurable  Systems of Systems of Administrative
Community Results Governance  Financing & Management
Partnerships Capacity

Children First Statute

Oregon Benchmarks 3% B

Texas Child and Youth

Partnerships Act @]

Texas Childrens Trust

Fund Statute

Virginia Comprehensive

Services Act i O El B

Washington

Public Health and

Safety Networks Statute O ] &

West Virginia Governors

Cabinet on Children

and Families &

Addressed in legislation.

O No outcome goals specified in legislation; outcomes are to be determined by entities in the state
government and/or communities.

¢ The Oregon Benchmarks Act serves as the basis for state/community partnerships in the areas
of child and family services, workforce development, and education.
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Federal Legislation

Community-laasecl Family Resource Program Amendments: S. 2000, Acts of 103xd Congress;
Public Law 103-252, Section 401 or 42 U.S. Cocle, Section 5116.

Education of the Hanclicappecl Act (Inclivicluals with Disabilities Education Act)
Amendments of 198()-Hanclicappecl Infants and Toddlers: H.R. 5520, Acts of 99th Congress;
Public Law 99-457, Section 101 or 20 U.S. Code, Sections 1471 to 1485. Enacted 10/08/86.

Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Communities (EZ/EC) Act: Public Law 103-66, Part 1,
Section 13301. Enacted 08/01/93.

Family Preservation and Support Services Act: Public Law 103-66, Part 1, Section 13711 or
42 U.S. Cocle, Section 629, Parts (a) - (cl) Enacted 08/01/93.

Goals 2000: The Eclucate America Act: H.R. 1804 ancl S. 8436, Acts ot 103d Congress, First
Session; Public Law 103-227 or 20 U.S. Cocle, various sections.

Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (Amendments to the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) of 19()5): H.R. 6, Acts of 103xd Congress; Public Law 103-382, Title 1
or 20 U.S. Cocle, various sections.

Local Empowerment and Flexil)ility Act: H.R. 2086, Acts of 104th Congress. Introduced
07/20/95. No legislative action.

School-to-Work Opportunities Act: H.R. 2884, Acts of 103xd Congress; Public Law 103-239
or 20 U.S. Cocle, various sections. Enacted 10/01/93.

Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act: Public Law 103-322. Enacted 10/01/94..
Youth Development Community Block Grant (YDCBG) Act: S. 673, Acts of the 104th Congress.
Introduced 04/04/95. No legislative action.

State Legislation

Alabama Children’s Services Facilitation Statute: 1993 Acts of Alabama Legislature, No. 93-
256; codified as Code of Alabama 1975, Title 12, Chapter 15, Article 9.

California Healtlly Start Support Services for Children Act: S.B. 620 or Chapter 759,
Statutes of 1991; codified as California Education Code, Part 6, Chapter 5, Sections 8800 - 8807.
Enacted 10/09/91.
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California Youth Pilot Programs: A.B. 1741 or Chapter 951, Statutes of 1993; codified as
California Welfare and Institutions Code, Division 9, Part 6, Chapter 12.85. Introduced 03/25/93.
Enacted 10/11/93.

Florida Prevention and Early Assistance Statute: Codified as Florida Statutes, Sections
411.221 and 411.222. Enacted 10/01/89.

Georgia Policy Council for Children and Families Act: S.B. 256, 1995 Acts of Georgia; codi-
fied as Official Code of Georgia, Annotated, Title 49, Chapter 5, Sections 250-264. Enacted
. 07/01/95.

lIowa Decateg'm{ization Statute: H.F. 2480, 1992 lowa Acts; codified as Code of lowa, Section
232.188. Enacted 07/01/92.

Kentuc]zy Education Reform Act: H.B. 940, 1990 Acts of Kentuclzy; codified as numerous sec-
tions in the Code of Kentucky. Enacted 03/29/90; implemented 07/13/90.

Maryland Systems Reform Initiative—Interagency Budg’eting’ Statute: H.B. 1233 or 1994
Acts of Maryland General Assembly, Chapter 735; codified as Annotated Code of Maryland, Article
49D, Section 4.2. Enacted 05/26/94.

Minnesota Family Services and Community—Based Collaboratives: H.F~350 or 1993 Acts of
Minnesota Legislature, Chapter 224, Article 4, Section 10; codified as Laws of Minnesota, Section
121.8355. Enacted 05/17/93.

Missouri Coordinated Information System Statute: H.B.s 174, 325, and 326, Missouri Laws
of 1995, Section A (Section 5); codified as Missouri Statutes, Section 210.865.

Nebraska Partnership for Health and Human Services Act: L.B. 1044, 1995 Acts of
Nebraska; codified as Nebraska Revised Statutes, Sections 81-3001 through 81-3307. Introduced
01/04/96. Enacted 04/03/96.

New York Settlement House Statute: New York Laws of 1993, Chapter 59, Section 78; codi-
fied as Consolidated Laws of New Yorlz, Social Services Law, Section 482.

New York State Council on Children and Families: New York Laws of 1977, Chapter 757,
Section 1; codified as Consolidated Laws of New Yorlz, Executive Law, Section 444. Enacted
10/01/77 and subsequently amended in 1979, 1982, 1983, 1985, and 1990.

North Carolina Smart Start Program: North Carolina Laws of 1993 Chapter 321, Senate Bill
27; codified as General Statutes of North Carolina, Chapter 143-B, Article 3. Introduced
04/01/93. Enacted 07/09/93.

Ohio Family and Children First Statute: H. 117, Ohio Statutes of 1995; codified as Ohio
Revised Code, Section 121.37. Enacted 09/29/95.
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Oreg’on Benchmarks Act: S.B. 636, Oregon Acts of 1991; codified as Oregon Revised Statutes,
184.007 and Notes. Introduced 05/22/91. Enacted 06/07/91

Texas Child and Youth Partnerships Act: H.B. 1409, Bills of 74th Texas Legislature; not codi-
fied. Introduced 02/17/95. Approvect t)y the House of Representatives on 03/28/95. Withdrawn
from Senate legislative calendar 05/26/95. Most of the provisions in this bill, except Section 1
(Locai Child and Famiiy Commissions), were sut)sequentiy enacted as H.B. 1, Texas Legislature Bills
of 1995.

Texas Children’s Trust Fund Statute: Acts of the 69tt1 Texas Legislature, Ctlapter 420, Section
1; codified as Texas Human Resources Code, Section 74.001 et seq. Bnacted 09/01/85.

Virginia Compre}ienswe Services Act: S.B. 171, ch. 837 /\H B. 935, Ctiapter 880 of 1992
Acts of Assemt)iy, codified as Code of Virginia, Division 2.1, various sections. Enacted 07/01/92.

Washington Public Health and Safety Networks Statute: H.B. 2319, 1994 Acts of
Wastlington Legisiature; codified as Code of Wastlington Annotated, Title 70, Ctlapter 190.

West Virginia Governor’s Cabinet on Children and Families: West Virginia Acts of 1990, 3rd
Ex. Session, c.4; codified as Code of Virginia, Ctlapter 5, Article 26, Sections 1-8. Enacted
08/30/90.

S0

4-20 Building Strong Communities: Crafting a Legislative Foundation

d ¢l



\__) AC |t|ona| Resources: Background on
:Qsmprehenswe Community-based

: Support Systems and Components of the
Sqmple Legislation

Contents

A guide to references and further information related to the topic areas presented in the
sample legislation.

General Background ... ... ... 5-1

An Overview: Comprehensive Support Systems—What they are, How they

are Useful, and Select Examples . . . . ... .. ... . .. ... .. ... o 5-2
The Current Status of Children, Families, and Community Services ...... .. 5-3
Governance and Finance Systems to Support State/Local Partnerships ... .. 5-5

Methods for Defining a Vision, Results and Indicators,

and Performance Measures . . ... .. ... ... ... 5-8
Evaluation Strategies for Comprehensive Support Systems . .. ......... .. 5-9
Management Information Systems: Data Collection and Sharing .. ....... 5-9
Other Resources . . . .. ... ... ... 5-11
5 |
2 1
& !
% |
c |
Te
3
g !
3

m 2EST COPY AVAILABLE




y!

Y

ditional Resources: Background on
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the Sample Legislation

General Background

Bruner, Charles

Rea/izing a Vision for Clli/clren, Fami/ies, and Neigh[)arlloocls: An Alternative to Other Modest
Proposals '

Provides a discussion of the we]l—ljeing of children and neigl—ll)orhoocls, and lays out some of the caus-
es of poor social outcomes—causes that are well-known and acceptecl, such as unpreparecl parents and
disinvested neigl—ll)orlioocls. Identifies “conditions of success,” and reviews some of the necessary con-
ditions and capacity—ljuilcling steps that must take place to empower the cle]ivery of more effective sup-
ports for children and families.

The National Centerfor Service Integration. Available tlzrouglz the National Child and Fami/y Po/icy Center:
1021 F/eming Bui/ding, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, IA 50309-4000; 515/280-9027. (1996)

Gardner, ]ol—m

Bui/cling Community

Defines “community” and the cliffering attributes of traditional and more modern communities.
Reviews historical causes for the breakdown of communities, and methods for their regeneration—for
moving a group of community members with shared qua]ities toward greater unity. Qutlines the ingre-
dients of community—-cliversity, shared va]ues, trust, communication, participation, aﬂirmation, etc.—
and presents strategies for getting ljeyoncl fragmentation to cohesiveness.

[ndependent Sector: 1828 L Street, NW, Wzslzington, DC 20036; 202/223-8100. Available
tlzrouglz [ndependent Sector Publications: PO. Box 451, Annapo/is Junction, MD 20701; 301/490-
3229. (1991)
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An Overview: Comprehensive Support Systems—\What they are, How they are
Useful, and Select Examples

Center for the Study of Social Policy

Systems Clzange at the Nefglll:orltood Level: Creating Better Futures for Children, Youth, and
Families

Describes neigili)oriiood support networks and outlines nine izey characteristics of these systems of sup-
port. Provides three examples of neighborhood initiatives, each of which represents a different approacii
to meeting neigiiboriiooci needs. Based on these examples, four lessons are presented to iieip policy

makers create effective neighi)oriiood support systems.

Center for the Stua[y of Social Po/icy: 1250 Eye Street, NW, Suite 503, %shington, DC 20005;
202/371-1565. (1996)

Dryfoos, Joy G.

Full-service Schools: A Revolution in Health and Social Services for Cln'/dren, Youtlt,

and Families .
Provides a vision for effective cleiivery of health and social services for children and families: through
full-service schools. Full-service schools provicle services other than schooling—health care and other
famiiy services—at the school site, often iinizing deiivery strategies as well as location. Examples of
both historical precedents to full-service schools, and current attempts to provicle services tin'ougii
methods such as these are proviclecl. The current status and options for iinancing these systems of ser-
vice cleiivery are addressed, because securing iunciing is one of the largest barriers to replicating these
systems. Appendices include twelve exampies of states that support school-based services, and a iisting

of potentiai sources of federal i:unding for similar reform efforts.
]ossey-Bass Publishers: 350 Sansome Street, 5th F/oor, San Francisco, CA 04014; 415/433-1740.
(1994)

Hayes, Cheryl D., Elise Lipoff, Anna E. Danegger

Compendium of Comprellensive, Community-based Initiatives: A Look at Costs, Benefi'ts, and
FEinancing Strategies

Reviews 50 compreiiensive, community initiatives to document what is known about their costs, their
results and aciiievements, and the ways in which tiiey are financed. Altiiougii not exiiaustive, the review
describes initiatives that are representative of countless other efforts unclerway in communities across
the country. The iinclings iiigiiiigiit a number of themes and issues that have impiications for future

research and cleveiopment.

The Finance Project.' 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, %shington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1995)

Kagan, Sharon L., with Peter R. Neville
Integrating Human Services: Understanding the Past to Sllape the Future:
Provides an overview of service integration efiorts—beginning with historical governance decisions and

structures, and continuing on to anaiyze recent attempts to integrate service cleiivery. Draws upon this
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historical framework to provide a stage for evaiuating current service integration efforts and devising
new strategies for the future. Examines the many forms that service integration talzes—inciucling co-
location, integratecl management information systems, coordinated pianning and programming, and
collaborative financing—ancl the vastiy different definitions that are used to describe these arrange-
ments. Addresses barriers and incentives to implementation, and recommendations for future work.
Yale University Press: Customer Service, 92A Yale Station, New Haven CT 00520; 800/987-7323.
In cooperation with The National Center for Service Integration. (1993)

Kagan, Sharon L., Stacie G. Goi{in, Sarit A. Goiui), Eliza Pritchard

Toward Systemic Reform: Service Integration fbr Young Children and Their Families

Examines service integration efforts in four states. Evaluates impiementation processes accorcling to
six priority factors: domain, level (state and local roies) , approacii, financing, ieaclersiiip, and involve-

ment (soiiciting non—governmentai support). Defines results for service integration through both sys-

+ temic accomplishments and human outcomes. Draws implications for action. Includes an appendix

detaiiing the experiences of Coiorado, Fion'da, Indiana, and Oregon.

The National Center for Service Integration, Resource Brief 2. Available tlzrouglz the National Child and
Fami/y Po/icy Center: 1021 F/eming Bui/a’ing, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, IA 50309-40006;
515/280-0027. (1995)

The Current Status of Children, Families, and Community Services

Annie E. Casey Foundation

Kids Count Data Book: State Profi/es of Child %”—Being

Tracks annually the status of child risk and well;i)eing in the United States througil the use of ten indi-
cators, ranizing states’ periormances in each area. National and state profiies list each indicator, as well
as i)aclzgrouncl information such as clemograpiiic statistics and social characteristics. A list of primary

contacts for state Kids Count projects is also included in this national pui)iication.

Annie E. Casey Foundation: 701 St. Paul Street, Baltimore, MD 21202; 410/547-6600. (Annuai)

Children’s Defense Fund

The State ofAmerica 's Children: Yearbook 1990

Provides an overview of the status of ciiiiclren, touciiing on issues of equaiity and the role of federal sup-
port. Reviews in detail the status of children as determined i)y: income and poverty; child health; child
care and eariy childhood cleveiopment; education; adolescent pregnancy and youtii cleveiopment; vio-
ience; and the occurrence of crisis situations for children. The appendix tracks relevant data for these
areas of importance, both at the federal level and at the individual state levels.

Children’s Defense Fund: 25 E Street, NW, \Vasllington, DC 20001; 202/628-8787. (Annuai)
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Knitzer, Jane, Stepiien Page

Map and Track: State Initiatives for Young Children and Families

Tracks state efforts to promote the iieaitiiy growtii and development of young children. Reveals that
eigiit states of the 37 supporting state-funded initiatives targetecl to young children and their families
implemented comprehensive support systems. Critical indicators of the weii-i)eing of young children

and their families are included.
National Center for Children in Poverty: Columbia University School of Public Health, 154 Haven Avenue,
New York, NY 10032; 212/927-9162. (1996)

Gold, Steven D., Deborah A. Ellwood, Elizabeth I. Davis, David S. Liebschutz, Sarah Ritchie,
Martin E. Oriancl, Carol E. Cohen

State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: Fiscal Profi'/es of

the 50 States

Presents state-i)y-state pro{iies of patterns of spencling on education and other iaey iieaitii, weifare, and
social services, and of the significant economic and ciemograpiiic factors inﬂuencing spenciing. Taken
togetiier with State Investments in Bducation and Other Children’s Services: Case Studies ofFr'nancing
Innovations, and State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: The Fiscal Ciza//enges
Ahead, it paints a vivid picture of the fiscal and i)uclgetary ciiaiienges that states will face over the com-
ing several years. These papers ciarify a number of the critical poiicy and poiitical issues that will con-
front governors, state iegisiatures, educators and others who run programs to serve children and their
families. And tiiey iiigiiligiit a variety of nascent efforts in states nationwide to improve pui)iic financ-
ing for education and other children’s services.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, %sixington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1995)

Orland, Martin E., Carol E. Cohen

State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: The Fiscal Clza//enges Ahead
Anaiyzes factors aﬁecting spencling and their future impiications given the ciianging clemograpiiic, eco-
nomic, and poiicy context. Taken togetiier with State Investments in Education and Other Children’s
Services: Case Studies of Financing Innovations, and State Investments in Education and Other
Children’s Services: Fiscal Proﬁ/es of the 50 States, it paints a vivid picture of the fiscal and i)uclgetary
ciiaiienges that states will face over the coming several years. These papers clarify a number of the crit-
ical policy and political issues that will confront governors, state iegisiatures, educators and others who
run programs to serve children and their families. And tiiey iiigiiiigiit a variety of nascent efforts in
states nationwide to improve pui)iic financing for education and other children’s services.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, %shington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1995)

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
Trends in the ‘Ve//—Being ofAmerica s Children and Youth: 1006

Records national trends for 74 indicators of child weii-i)eing, i)roacliy catagorizecl accorcling to: popu-

lation, family, and neigiilaoriiooti; economic security; health conditions and care; social cievelopment,
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behavioral health, and teen fertiiity; and education and achievement. Also discusses the trends and
consequences of ci'iange in both popuia’cion and characteristics of children and families.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services: Oﬂice of the Assistant Secretary for P/anning and
Evaluation, 200 Independence Avenue, SW, Room 450G, Wzslzington, DC 20201; 202/690-6401.
(1996)

Governance and Finance Systems to Support State/Local Partnerships

Center for the Stuciy of Social Poiicy

Draﬁ‘: A Legislative Strategy to Support Local Governance: A Baclegrouncl Paper for the
Clzanging Governance: Strategies for Action %rleing Group

Presents a discussion of the ci'ianging state/local balance of power in an era of devolution. Finds new
state iegisla’cion to be one of the necessary elements for a smooth transition to local decision maieing for
human services. Outlines the speciﬁc role of legislation. Highlights ieey principles for new human ser-

vices legislation, and the structures that need to exist to support its cieveiopment and impiementa’cion.

Center for the Study of Social Po/icy: 1250 Eye Street, NW, Suite 503, Wzslzington, DC 20005;
202/371-1565. (1996) -

Center for the Stuciy of Social Poiicy

Toward New Forms of Local Governance: A Progress Report from the Field

Outlines the meaning and importance of local governance and state/local partnersiiips, iiiustrating the
inter—relationsiiips between different levels of government and citizens. Provides a review of the
progress and experiences of regions impiementing new state/local government relationsiiips, particuiar—
iy relevant as states i)egin to receive more federal funds in the form of block grants. Integrates exam-
ples of speciﬁc experiences of states and localities related to five identified responsii)iiities of local gov-

ernance.

Center for the Study of Social Po/fcy: 1250 Eye Street, NW, Suite 503, Wzslzington, DC 20005;
202/371-1565. (1996)

Cutier, Ira M.

The Role of Finance Reform n Comprelzensive Service Initiatives

Examines strategies for ﬁnancing a variety of community—i)aseci compreiiensive services initiatives, with
special attention to their appiicai)ility to major systems ci'iange. In addition, i'iigi'iiigiits a number of
issues that decision makers will have to address in their efforts to successfuiiy create compreiiensive sys-
tems iinieing education and other children’s services and strengtiiening community supports outside the

mainstream of categorical services.
The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, Wzslzington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1994) '
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Cutier, Ira M., Alexandra Tan, Laura Downs

State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: Case Studies of

State Innovations

Examines the experiences of seven states that have launched initiatives to improve financing. Taken
together with State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: The Fiscal Cha//enges
Ahead, and State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: Fiscal Proﬁ/es oj’tlle 50 States,
it paints a vivid picture of the fiscal and i)uclgetary chaﬂenges that states will face over the coming sev-
eral years. These papers ciarify a number of the critical poiicy and poiitical issues that will confront
governors, state legislatures, educators and others who run programs to serve children and their fami-
lies. And tirey iiighiight a variety of nascent efforts in states nationwide to improve pui)lic ﬁnancing
for education and other children’s services.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, Wzsllington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1995)

Hayes, Cheryl D.
Financing Services for Young Children and Their Families: The Clla”enges of
Welfare Reform

Qutlines creative ways of raisin ublic revenues for supports and services for young children and their
Y gp 1%9% y g

families. Intended to iieip puit)iic officials and community program cleveiopers think about the strate-

gies tirey will increasingiy have to employ in order to fill revenue gaps to improve—or even maintain—

the effectiveness and equity of child and family supports in the context of welfare reform.
The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, Wzsllington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(Forthcoming: Winter 1996)

The Finance Project

Money Matters: A Guide to Financing Quality Education and Other Children’s Services
Assists iegisiators, aclministrators, aclvocates, and others who are not necessariiy expert in the details of
finance in unclerstancling and reforming the ﬁnancing of education and other children’s services.
Qutlines a set of interrelated principies that should guicle any finance reform effort. Each ciiapter
describes leey issues, options, examples, and lists of relevant additional resources. The five topic areas
addressed are: generating revenue; i)uclgeting; cleveioping intergovernmentai partnerships; aligning
incentives; and i)uiicling pui)iic and poiiticai support for finance reform.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, Wzsln'ngton, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(Forthcoming: Winter 1996)

Orian(l, Martin E., Anna E. Danegger, Ellen F‘oiey

Creating More Comprellensive, Community-based Support Systems: The Critical Role

of Finance

Provides a guicle to social service tinancing mechanisms for the non-expert, and an anaiysis of how
those mechanisms can impecle service cleiivery. With particular attention to the chaiienges and oppor-
tunities offered i)y the changing poiicy environment and the approaching federal block grant era, it also

expiores options for financing reforms that support compreirensive, Community-l)asecl services for chil-
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dren and families. Reprinted with permission from [ntegrated Services ][or Children and Famikes:
Opportunities ][or Psyctzo/ogica/ Practice, an edited volume in press at the American Psyctioiogicai

Association.
The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, VVastzington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1995)

Oriand, Martin E., Ellen Foiey

Beyond Decategorization: Defining Barriers and Potential Solutions to Creating Eﬁective
Compretlensive, Commum'ty-t)ased Support Systems for Children and Families

Examines the conditions that are iiizeiy to inhibit the development of effective comprehensive com-
munity—iaased service initiatives for children and families. Identifies poiicy directions, particuiariy at
the state ievei, that appear to hold promise for overcoming these constraints. Ttirougti practitioners’
views of operationai barriers and potentiai solutions, it provides a greater understanding of both the
promise and limitations of strategies for iauiiding more comprehensive and community—iaased support

systems for children and their families.
The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, VVastzington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1996)

Tripiett, Thomas

Lega/ Issues and Constraints Aﬁecting Finance Reform for Education and Related Services
Provides an examination of the federal and state constitutional and statutory issues that affect the
capacity of governments to raise revenue for children’s services, inciuding mandates and izey iegisiation
which limit revenues, expenditures, and iJorrowing. One in a series of studies of systemic revenue gen-

eration issues for education and other children’s services.
The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, tVastzington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1995)

Woods, Thomas

Bui/ding Compretlensive, Community—taased Support Systems for Children & Families: A
Review of Legislative Examples

Examines a number of different pieces of federal and state iegisiation aimed at creating compretiensive,
community—iJased support systems. Anaiyzes similarities, ditterences, and trends over time. (Ttie
anaiysis section is included in Tab 4 of this tooiieit.). Includes descriptions of the individual iegisiative
exampies. Higtiiigtits the aspects of the exampies that focus on t)uiiding state/community partnerstiips,
actiieving measurable results, retorming systems of governance or finance, and Luiiding administrative

and management capacity.
The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, tVastzington, DC 20005; 202/028—4200.
(1996)

38
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Methods for Defining a Vision, Results and Indicators, and Performance Measures

Bruner, Cl’larles, Karen Be]l, Claire Brinclis, Hecly Chang, William Scarl)rougl'l

Clzarting a Course: Assessing a Community’s Strengtlls and Needs

Describes community assessment as both a procluct—a measure of the strengths and weaknesses of a
community—ancl a process—a method to collect information. Qutlines primary goals and a frame-
work for conclucting a community assessment. Identifies baseline information that should sl'lape pre-
liminary data collection ol)jectives, and highlights the importance of informal citizen interaction when
estalalisl'ling partnersl'lips. Finaﬂy, discusses the importance of linleing information systems to results
or goals. Examples are interminglecl.

The National Center ][or Service Integration, Resource Brie][ 2. Available through the National Child and
Fami/y Po/icy Center: 1021 F/eming Bui/ding, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, IA 50309-4006;
515/280-0027. (1993)

Danegger, Anna E., Jason Juf{ras

A Guide to Children’s Buclgets

Provides an introduction to children’s l)uclgets—tools that provicle a method for talzing stock of the
quantity of financial resources that serve children and their families, and that establish a framework for
analyzing state or community allocation patterns. A number of different l)uclgeting schemes are intro-
duced, cli{'fering based on (1) their inclusiveness—do tl'ley include both pul)lic and private funds; (2
their origination—are tl'ley cleve]opecl l)y a private organization, or are tl'ley institutionalized in agency
l)u(lgeting processes, and 3) their organization—are l)uclget items simp]y aggregatecl, or are tl'ley

groupecl l)y function or l)y intended results.
The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, %shington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(Forthcoming: Winter 1996)

Frieclman, Mark

A Strategy Map for Results-based Buclgeting: Moving from Tzzeory to Practice

Provides a road map for those eml)arleing on the patl'l of results-based l)uclgeting. Defines results, indi-
cators, and performance measures, and offers a framework for choosing them. Discusses lessons from
state, local, and private initiatives to clefine, measure, and achieve results. Suggests how to build polit—
ical and community support, how to reallocate resources and tie them to results, how to integrate

results-based l)u(lgeting into an existing l)uclget process, and how to avoid common pitfalls.
The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, %shington, DC 20005, 202/628-4200.
(1996)

Frieclman, Marle, Jason Juf{ras

A Guide to Deve/oping and Using Performance Measures

Charts one critical pa’cl’l in the cleve]opment of a results-based system: the selection of performance mea-
sures to assess contributions of pul)lic agencies toward acl'lieving valued results or goals. Draws heavily
on the experiences of fecleral, state, and local governments and presents a framework for evaluating the

quality and usefulness of performance measurement. Intended to provicle practical guiclance to anyone
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involved in designing a results-based system: elected and other pul)iic officials at the teclerqi, state, and

local ieveis,' community, t)usiness, and other interest groups; and concerned citizens.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, %slzington, DC 20005, 202/628-4200.
(Fortticoming: Winter 1996)

Meiaviiie, Atelia

A Guide to Results and Indicators

Describes how to cleveiop and define results and indicators to measure the levels of Weﬂ—t)eing that peo-
pie seek for their nation, state, or community. Examines major teclerai, state, and local initiatives to
define results and incticators, extracting lessons about citizen involvement, the characteristics of a
sound results and indicators framework, and ways to link the results and indicators to pianning, bud-
geting, management, and accountability. A companion to A Guide to Deve/oping and Using Performance
Measures, it is intended to provicle practicai guiclance to anyone involved in clesigning a results-based
system: elected and other put)iic officials at the teclerai, state, and local ieveis,' community, t)usiness,

and other interest groups; and concerned citizens.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, %slzington, DC 20005, 202/628-4200.
(Fortticoming: Winter 1996)

Evaluation Strategies for Comprehensive Support Systems

Conneﬂ, James P., Anne C. Kut)iscti, Lisbeth B. Sctiorr, Carol H. Weiss

New Approaclles to Evaluating Community Initiatives: Concepts, Methods, and Contexts
Documents a number of reasons that compretiensive, community initiatives are difficult to evaluate—
among others is compiex organizationai and administrative structures. Outlines promising evaluation
strategies, acl(lressing common methodoiogical prot)iems. Provides recommendations for increasing the
success rate of evaluators” efforts.

The Aspen Institute, Roundtable on Comprelzensive Community Initiatives for Children and Families: 345
East 46th Street, Suite 700, New York, NY 10017-35602; 212/697-1220. Available tlzrouglz the
Publications Oﬁ[ice, 100 Houglzton Lab Lane, PO. Box 222, Queenstown, MD 21058. (1995)

Management Information Systems: Data Collection and Sharing

Kraus, Alien, ]oiie Bain Piiist)ury

Ma]eing It Sfmpler: Streamlining Intake and Ellyiln'/ity Systems

Describes the negative impact that compiex, inclepenclent intake and eiigil)iiity systems have on the pro-
vision of compretiensive supports and services. Reviews some of the barriers to retorming intake and
eiigit)iiity systems—systems that are necessary for provicling compretiensive support systems to a client.
Provides exampies of poiicy, aclministrative, and tectinoiogicai ctianges that have been proven to sim-

piity client intake experiences.

The National Center for Service Integration, Resource Brie][ 0. Available tlzrouglz the National Child and
Family Policy Center: 1021 Fleming Building, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, IA 50309-40006;
515/280-0027. (1993)
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Marzke, Carolyn, Deborah Both, James Focht

Informatfon Systems to Support Comprellensive Human Services Delfvery

Outlines the current capacity of information systems to support human services. Provides a prototype
of comprei'iensive support systems’ information needs. Identifies a process for moving toward systems

reform, which includes tasks such as cletermining system scope. Reviews the “state of the field” and

identifies ciiallenges and opportunities that exist. Examines ten initiatives cleveloping information sys-

tems to support comprehensive service clelivery.

The National Center for Service Integration. Available tlzrouglz the National Child and Fami/y Po/icy Center:
1021 F/eming Bui/c]ing, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, IA 50309-4000; 515/280-0027. (1994)

Rice, Jenniter King

Conceptualfzfng the Costs of Comprellensfve, Communfty-lmsec] Support Systems for Children
Presents the rationale for cleveloping new approaci'ies to conceptualizing the costs associated with com-
prei'iensive, community-i)asecl support systems—i:)oti'i implementation and operation costs. Explores
issues associated with these costs and provicles a preliminary template to guicle local policy makers and
practitioners ti'irougi'i a systematic consideration of the total and marginal costs of resources required

to operate such initiatives.
The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, %slzington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1995)

Soler, Mark I, Clark M. Peters

Who Should Know What?: Confi’c]entfalfty and Information Sllaring in Service Integration
Presents i)aclzgrouncl information for estaialisiiing shared information systems to enable the clevelop-
ment of effective interagency collaborations. Reviews the importance of both protecting and siiaring
intormation, and the laws governing the transfer of client data. Outlines specitic methods to facilitate

information si'iaring, one of the largest barriers to creating comprei'iensive support systems.

The National Center for Service Integration, Resource Brief 3. Available tlzrouglz the National Child and
Fami/y Po/icy Center: 1021 F/eming Bui/c]ing, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, IA 50309-4000;
515/280-9027. (1993)

Sullivan, Candace, ]uie Sugarman

Interagency Data Systems for Accountability

Identifies the need for new information systems, and the components that are izey to creating data sys-
tems to support cross-agency or comprei'iensive support systems. Draws information from examples of
state or local experiences w1ti1 using data systems to support multi-program or multi—agency systems.
Provides general cautionary notes for clevelopers of new systems—tor example, the importance of fos-
tering realistic expectations for results-based accountai)ility systems, or of collecting quality data.
Appendices catalog federal legislation encouraging cross-sector couaiaoration, as well as specitic exam-
ples of outcome-based efforts.

Council of Clzief State School Oﬁ[fcers: 1 Massachusetts Avenue, NW, %slxington, DC 20001-1431;
202/330-7016. (1995)
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Other Resources

Chauclry, Ajay, Karen E. Maurer, Carole J. Qshinslzy, ]oshua Mackie
Service Integration: An Annotated Bil)/iograplty
Provides annotated citations of works relating to methods for and experiences with unifying systems of

human service clelivery for children, youth, and families living in poverty.

The National Center][or Service Integration. Available tllrougll the National Child and Famf/y Po/fcy Center:
1021 F/eming Bui/c]ing, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, 1A 50309—4000; 515/280-0027. (1993)
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Other Resources Available from
The Finance Projects Working Papers Series

Financing Comprehensive, Community-based Supports and Services

Bui/cting Compretzensiue, Community-tyaseal Support Systems for Children & Families:
A Review of Legislative Examples by Thomas Woods (November 1996)

Beyona’ Decategorization: Defining Barriers and Potential Solutions to Creating Eﬁ[ectiue

Compretzensiue, Community-tyaseal Support Systems for Children and Families ]Jy
Martin E. Orland and Ellen Foley (April 1996)

Conceptua/izing the Costs of Compretzensiue, Community-tyaseal Support Systems for
Children ]Jy ]enniter King Rice (Novem]aer 1995)

Creating More Compretzensiue, Community-t)aseal Support Systems: The Critical Role of Finance ]Jy
Martin E. Orland, Anna E. Danegger and Ellen Foley (November 1995)

Compenctium of Compretzensiu-e, Community-tyaseal Initiatives: A Look at Costs, Berzefits, and
Financing Strategies by Cheryl D. Hayes, Elise Lipoff, and Anna E. Danegger

(August 1995)

The Role of Finance Reform in Compretzensiue Service Initiatives ]Jy Ira M. Cutler
(December 1994)

Results-based Planning, Budgeting, Management, and Accountability Issues

Results-based P/arming, Buctgeting, Management, and Accountatyi/ity Strategies: An Annotated
Bibliography by Anna E. Danegger and Jason Juffras (November 1996)

A Strategy Map for Results-based Buctgeting: Moving from neory to Practice ]Jy Mark Friedman
(Septem]aer 1996)

Fortlzcoming

A Guide to Developing Children’s Budgets by Anna E. Danegger and Jason Juffras (Winter 1996)
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A Guide to Deue/oping and Using Performance Measures l)y Mark Friedman and Jasoﬁ Juf{ras (Winter
1996)

A Guide to Results and Indicators by Atelia Melaville (Winter 1996)

Federal Financing Issues and Options

. Federal Tax Reform: A Fami/y Perspective l)y Michael J. Mclntyre and C. Eugene Steuerle [Report and

Executive Summary] (July 1996)

The Bua’get Enforcement Act: Imp/ications for Children and Families l)y Karen Baehler (Noveml)er
1995)

Dollars and Sense: Diverse Perspectives on Block Grants and the Personal Responsilar'/ity Act (Joint pul)-
lication of The Finance Project and the American Youth Policy Forum and The Policy Exchange of the
Institute for Educational Leaclership) (Septeml)er 1995)

Retlzin/eing Block Grants:  Toward Improueal Intergouernmental Financing for Education and Other
Children’s Services l)y Cheryl D. Hayes, with assistance from Anna E. Danegger (April 1995)

Reform Opt:ons for the Intergouernmenta/ Funa’mg System: Decategorization Pa/lcy
Issues by Sid Gardner (December 1994)

Fortllcoming

Financing Services for Young Children and Their Families: The Clza//enges of ‘Ve/f’are
Reform by Cheryl D. Hayes (Winter 1996)

State Financing Issues and Options

The Eﬁ[ects of Economic and Demographic Cllanges on State and Local Bua’gets l)y Saﬂy Wallace
(Deceml)er 19995)

Issues and Challenges in State and Local Finance by Therese J. McGuire (November 1995)

Toward State Tax Reform: Lessons From State Tax Studies l)y Therese J. McGuire and Jessica E. Rio
(Noveml)er 1995)
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Lega/ Issues and Constraints Aﬁ[ectfng Finance Re](orm ](or Education and Related
Services by Thomas Triplett (November 1995)

State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: The Fiscal Clza//enges
Ahead by Martin E. Orland and Carol E. Cohen (November 1995)

State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: Fiscal Prof;'/es o]( the 50
States by Steven D. Gold, Deborah A. Ellwood, Elizabeth I. Davis, David S. Liebschutz, Sarah
Ritchie, Martin E. Orland, and Carol E. Cohen (October 1995)

State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: Case Studies o]( State
Innovations Ly Ira M. Cutler, Alexandra Tan, and Laura Downs (October 19995)

Spending and Revenue for Children's Programs by Steven D. Gold and Deborah A.
Ellwood (December 1994)

Fortlzcoming

Money Matters: A Guide to Financing Qua/fty Education and Other Children’s Services (Winter 1996)

Local Financing Issues and Options
The Property Tax in the 21st Century by Hal Hovey (May 1996)

Issues and C}za//enges in State and Local Finance Ly Therese J. McGuire (Novem]aer 1995)

School Finance Issues

Securing Equa/ Educational Opportunities: Past Eﬁ[orts and the Clza//enges Ahead Ly
Alexandra Tan and Martin E. erand (February 1995)

School Finance Litigation: A Review o]( Key Cases Ly Dore Van Slylze, Alexandra Tan and Martin E.
Orland, with assistance from Anna E. Danegger (December 1994)
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